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ABSTRACT  
After the fall of the communist regime, only a few countries have become consolidated 
democracies in Central and Eastern Europe. This article focuses on post-communist 
democratization in the Western Balkans, examining in particular the cases of Serbia and 
Croatia. In this paper, the political elite and civil society participation are studied in the two 
cases after the fall of the communist regime until present and compared to the levels of 
democratization. The main argument of the paper is that the political elite and civil society have 
an impact on the process and are necessary elements for democracy to be established. The 
results show that a strong link and correlation between political elite organization and the levels 
of democratization exist. The relation between civil society and political organization are also 
confirmed but the link between civil society participation and levels of democratization require 
further more in depth research.  
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1. Introduction  
 
After the fall of the communist regime in the Balkans in 1989 and 1990, different developments 
across countries with the goal of establishing more democratic system of governance have 
unfolded. Although these Balkan neighbors share a communist legacy and many other historical 
and political developments, the levels of democratization they have reached so far varies 
considerably. Many scholars have studied the post-communist democratization processes and 
tried to piece together the puzzle of how different factors that have influenced this process. 
These studies have shown that there is not one path which countries take in their transition to 
democracy. Whether democracy is achieved thorough bottom-up or top-down, short or long run 
processes depends on social beliefs and politics moves (Tilly, 1997). Various studies have also 
identified different determinants of the process of democratization. These same scholars while 
studying the post-communist transition to democracy attributed the reasons leading to the 
current levels of democratization on different factors. Some authors, focusing in particular on 
the democratization processes in the Balkans, give a high importance to the role of the European 
Union (EU) in the process (see Frank Schimmelfennig and Hanno Scholtz, 2007; Rosa Balfour 
and Corina Stratulat, 2011; Leonard J. Cohen and John R. Lampe, 2011; R. Belloni, 2009). 
Others attribute it to the civil conflict and its influence on the democratization processes (see 
Nedan Zakosek, 2009; Judith Vorrath, Lutz Krebs and Dominic Senn, 2007). While some place 
emphasis on the role of economic developments and inequality (Frank Schimmelfennig and 
Hanno Scholtz, 2007; Katarzyna Kubiszewska).  
Many scholars also focus on explaining the role of the political elite in the post-communist 
societies and their influence on the process of democratization. The existing political and 
institutional infrastructure after the fall of the communist regime creates a favorable 
environment for the political elite, which according to the literature, is in a powerful position 
to instead of establishing more democratic system of governance weakens the state and uses its 
resources for their own benefit only. Moreover, according to the authors, the elite does not meet 
resistance from society (see Ganev, 2005; Dolenec, 2016; Schmitter, Marcus Alexander, 2008). 
The goal of this paper is to empirically assess the relationship between political elite and civil 
society and whether they influence each other and the levels of democratization. The research 
aims to identify whether difference in political organization and active participation from civil 
society covariate with the levels of democratization in the same period of time. By doing so, 
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the goal of the paper is to show that party competition and civil society participation are 
necessary means to maintain and ensure positive developments towards establishing 
democracy. In order to examine and analyze whether these factors have an influence on the 
transition process to democracy all three variables will be studies in the cases of Serbia and 
Croatia. The two countries share a common communist history followed by civil conflict and 
authoritarian regime of governance. The two states were chosen based on the similarities 
between them before the fall of the communist regime and taking on the path to 
democratization. Both Serbia and Croatia were part of the Socialist Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia and experienced civil conflicts after the fall of the regime. The common cultural, 
territorial and historical background of the two countries makes it easier to compare them and 
see whether any differences in the political elite organization and civil society participation 
exist and compare whether the two correlate in a similar or different way with the levels of 
democratization. By first examining both political elite and civil society participation and later 
compare them to the levels of democratization, and further compare the developments in the 
two countries, the paper aims to show if a correlation between the variables exist in order to 
test the established in the literature relationship between them. 
 
1.1. Problem definition and research question  
 
This study aims to examine the pathways through which the level of democratization is linked 
to the political elite and civil society participation. In order to delve deeper into the relationship 
between political elite and civil society on one side and levels of democratization on the other, 
the paper will first focus on analyzing the variables within the cases of Serbia and Croatia and 
later compare them among each other. The research is based on the assumption that political 
elite and civil soceity take central place in the process of democratization and are necessary 
condition to explain the government system – democratic or autocratic- which emerge after the 
fall of communism. The research aims to empirically test the role of the political elite 
organization and the civil society participation and compare them to the levels of 
democratization in order to test whether a correlation between them exists. Changes in both 
political organization and civil society participation will be compared to the levels of 
democratization and by analysing and synthesizing the similarities, differences and patterns 
across the two cases the research aims to explain the impact of the two variables on 
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democratization processes. Changes in the political elite and civil society organization will also 
be compared to each other in order to show whether the elite meets resistance form society and 
if so does such active participation from civil society cause changes in the political organization. 
In order to define the process of democratization this study will use as a starting point the fall 
of the communist regime marked by the first multi-party elections. The paper will focus on the 
levels of democratization in the two cases and examine how they vary in context of the changes 
which occurred in political elite and civil society in each of the countries and between them.  
1.2. Scientific and academic relevance 
 
The topic of democratization processes in the Western Balkans, and post-communist countries 
in general, has been extensively studied by scholars and has been the subject of debate regarding 
causes and factors influencing the process. As mentioned above, the existing body of literature 
establishes that variety of elements have an impact on democratization. Very often, authors 
point to the political elite, weak institutional infrastructure and lack of social resistance being 
at the core of the post-communist democratization processes (Dahl, 1993, Ganev, 2005, Offe, 
1991). The goal of this paper is to empirically asses the relationship between the political elite 
and civil society participation on one side and their effect on the levels of democratization on 
the other.  The study aims to examine whether social mobilization has an effect on the political 
elite organization and whether the political elite contributes to ensuring civil society 
participation after the fall of the communist regime. Limited number of studies look into the 
covariation of the two factors as closely related and influencing each other and the levels of 
democratization. The research at hand is based on the assumption that the two concepts play a 
central role in the process and are necessary elements to establish more democratic system of 
governance. Although the existing studies confirm the central role of the political elite in the 
post-communist period (see Gavnev, 2005; Schmitter; Alexander, 2008; Dolenec, 2016; 
Philippe Schmitter) this paper aims to in a first place study the developments in political elite`s 
position and whether civil society is a factor which influences this position in the process of 
democratization. In order to delve deeper into this relationship, this paper will empirically 
examine and analyze the value and change in the three variables, namely political elite, civil 
society and levels of democratization, by studying in depth the cases of Serbia and Croatia after 
the fall of the communist regime and compare them in order to test the established relationship 
between them in the theoretical framework.  
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1.3. Structure of the thesis  
 
The following chapters of the paper are organized as follows:  In the second chapter of the 
thesis the relevant literature on the topic will be reviewed. The concepts of democratization, 
and in particular post-communist processes of transition to democracy, the political elite`s 
participation and civil society`s participation in post-communist societies will be defined by 
looking into the existing literature written on these topics. By studying the relevant authors and 
critically evaluating the studies, the theoretical argumentation of the paper will be outlined. 
Chapter three shows the link between the introduction of the problem with the theoretical 
framework. The causal mechanisms and theoretical argumentation will be discussed by 
outlining the main hypotheses of the paper and theoretical argumentation. In the fourth chapter 
the research design will be explained by first giving a measurable definition of the concepts in 
the empirical world. Further, the case selection will be explained. The chapter also introduce 
the measurements and data collection methods and the limitations of the research. In the fifth 
chapter will the analysis and empirical interpretation of the findings will be provided. Finally, 
the last chapter will consist of a summary of the data results together with discussion and 
conclusion. The thesis will also provide the limitations of the research project and suggestions 
for further research.  
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2. Theoretic Framework and Literature Review  
 
As outlined above, the existing literature on democratization points to a wide variety of 
determinants of the process. The following literature review will focus on defining and outlining 
the importance of the role of the political elite and civil society as a base for decisive transition 
from authoritarian to democratic processes of governance. The literature review aims to provide 
a synopsis of the existing literature on the democratization process after communist regime, the 
role of the political elite and the role of civil society as well as the relations between the two 
and their influence on the process.  
2.1. Democratization in post-communist countries  
 
The process of democratization has been a subject of extensive study and is a frequent a topic 
of both academic and political debate. Although no single definition or a set of institutional 
frameworks of democracy has been established, a classic definition that is often referred to is 
the one by Robert Dahl (1993). The author provides five criteria which need to be realized, 
which include effective participation, voting equality, enlightened understanding, control of the 
agenda and inclusion of adults (Dahl, 98: 37). All of them are concerned with the citizens’ 
participation, democratic elections of the political representatives and the link between them. 
According to the author a democracy can be both invented and reinvented whenever the 
appropriate conditions are present. Those conditions vary among different states and context. 
Favorable or unfavorable conditions in the process of democratization determine the outcome 
of the efforts to establish democratic governance (Dahl, 98). 
 
In her paper, Alina Menocal (2007) also outlined the conceptual definitions of democracy: 
minimalist, substantive and procedural. According to the author, minimalist definition provides 
basic criteria which is defined in procedural terms of institutional arrangements and individuals 
acquiring power by competing for people`s vote (Schumpeter, 1942).  The criteria provided by 
Dahl also falls into the minimalist definition although it also includes basic civil liberties. 
Another definition of democracy is the substantial definition which addresses the challenge of 
consolidating democratic regimes in countries that have undergone regime change but cannot 
yet build democratic structures of governance. One definition that fall under this classification 
is the one provided by Schedler et al. (1999) which adds societal accountability to the definition 
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of democracy. Such an accountability refers to the role of civic organizations and how they 
function as monitoring the actions of the state.    
 
Before addressing democratization, the transition process from the fall of autocratic regime 
leading to democracy should be defined. The processes of democratization have been addressed 
by scholars and defined as a distinct period which plays an essential role in the outcome in 
different levels of establishing of democratic governance. Karl and Schmitter (1991) define the 
process of democratization as the transition period away from autocratic rule and establish 
democratic form of governance. The authors also define the concept of democracy and conclude 
that there are different systems for organizing and achieving democratic governance. However, 
the organization of relations between rulers and ruled should consist of rulers being held 
accountable for their actions in the public realm by the citizens (Karl and Schmitter, 1991). 
Charles Tilly also studies the processes of democratization and distinguishes two types of 
democratization, namely, slow and fast. The author compares the processes to the formation of 
an oil field, meaning that it takes a longer time and depends on historical circumstances and is 
little influenced by human manipulation. Such a process coincides with a bottom-up processes 
of democratization depending more on the circumstantial rather than the ruling elite`s influence. 
On the other side, Tilly also compares the democratization process to a garden. Using this 
comparison, the author illustrates the more rapid processes of democratization or top-down 
processes in which the elite plays an essential role and the results are achieved through much 
shorter time period (Tillly, 1997).  
 
A body of academic research exists on the processes of democratization in post-communist 
countries in particular. Though opinions vary, all studies acknowledge that in one way or 
another the past matters. Many scholars argue that the legacy left behind by the communist 
regime shapes the post-communist period of state building. Various authors have studied the 
challenges of establishing a stable structure of functioning democratic governance. Studies on 
the processes of democratization in the post-communist countries, and in particular in the 
Western Balkans, focus primarily on the impact of civil war and the contribution of those 
processes by outside actors such as the European Union. Democratization has also been studied 
with respect to the role of elite and citizens. In his study, Valentin Ganev illustrates this by 
defining the post-communist period through “revised Tillyan perspective”. This meaning that 
by the definition of the state given by Tilly (1992), “elites create a web of institutions in order 
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to channel resources in the treasury and are forced to negotiate the terms of their predatory 
project with mobilized social groups. The outcome is robust state structure.”. In post-
communism, according to Ganev, this is reversed because the elite uses the state agencies in 
order to extract from the state and therefore do not have to consider or fear society resistance 
to their actions. According to Ganev, the post-communist period should be seen as a separate 
episode in history and building a new institutional framework is required in order to prevent the 
elite from weakening the state (Ganev, 2005). Clause Offe (1991) also contributes to the post-
communist democratization process analysis by explaining the process, emphasizing on the 
triple transformation which post-communist states undergo. The author`s reasoning lies in the 
argument that post-communist states have no time for slow and gradual transformation and that 
the transformation lacks non-contingent givens. This meaning that the economic and political 
transformation happen simultaneously and the reinforcement of the economy was an additional 
task next to the state building process. The main argument of the study is that the transformation 
to democracy should be a process of strictly political and institutional sort establishing only the 
method of governing and relationship between the state and the citizens. That, however, is not 
the case in post-communist countries according to the author.   
These studies show that many scholars agree that the transition period to democracy matters 
(see Di Palma, 1990; Karl and Schmitter, 1991; Jessica Fortin, 2012; Ganev 2005; Offe, 1991; 
Bunce, 2003). The democratization period, or the beginning of consolidation of new 
democracies as defined by Valerie Bunce (2003), is an important period which establishes the 
basis for further development and consolidation of a democratic governance. A key aspect in 
these studies is that not only the transition period matter sbut different factors and structures 
pose challenges to establishing a democratic government. The studies of the transition period 
in post-communist countries focus mainly on the role of the political elite and the institutional 
infrastructure of the state which empower the elite and limit the participation of citizens.   
2.2. Elite driven processes  
 
A number of studies have focused on the role of the political elite in the processes of 
democratization (see Ganev, 2005; Dolenec, 2016; Marcus Alexamder, 2008; Phillippe 
Schmitter). According to the existing literature, the institutional framework allows the post-
communist political elite to extract resources form the state and therefore weaken the state and 
limit accountability to the citizens (Ganev, 2005). The role of the elite and their influence on 
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the process of democratization has been studied by many scholars and has been a question of 
debate among them. Phillippe Schmitter defines the transition period to democracy as “moving 
from the rule of one person to the rule of the people”. The author argues that the latter gives the 
citizens the right to govern either directly or indirectly, through agents chosen by them. 
Therefore, the author argues that democratization is not only an elite project but also that 
citizens’ participation is an essential ingredient to the process. The elite, also according to 
Schmitter, is accountable to the citizens and that their behavior depends on whether the citizens 
regard the political institutions as legitimate (Schmitter).  According to Marcus Alexander 
(2008) and Ganev (2005), the political structure, however, allows the political elite to use the 
state resources for their strategic goals. The two authors exclude the citizens’ participation and 
argue that it is an elite driven process only as the institutional framework allows for such a 
strong influence by the political elite. According to Alexander (2008), the elite can use those 
resources to build an institutional setting which supports either democratic or an authoritarian 
regime. It is evident that even in case of using state resources to build a more authoritarian 
instead of democratic regime it is still the case that is the political elite is in control of and 
deciding how to use state resources.  
Existing body of literature also asset that when studying the elite`s participation in post-
communist states an important factor is party-competition. Danijela Dolenec (2016) argues that 
party competitiveness is a key driver of the processes of democratization. The author claims 
that recent studies tend to ignore the importance of party competition while in reality it is a 
crucial factor for democratization. Grzymala-Busse and Luong (2002) argue that the processes 
of democratization do indeed depend on the elite competition but emphasize on who competes. 
The authors emphasize on whether the elite is representative or self-contained, and how they 
compete, is it through formal or informal channels. According to them, those two aspects of 
party competitiveness are the factors on which the final outcome of the transition depends. The 
authors conclude that the main issue in post-communist transition period, during which the state 
undergoes a triple transformation – political, social and economic, the elite plays a dual role in 
determining the rules of decision making and establishing new political elite as well as establish 
the framework through which these rules are enforced. According to Schmitter, the political 
elite should pursue policies which are in the benefit of the population, however the role of the 
elite in the transition period is not simple. The author concludes that the period of transition to 
democracy is more risky and uncertain and that the lack of existing rules results in the elite 
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having high level of autonomy. This means that the elite have the power to make decisions and 
design rules that further influence the process of democratization (Schmitter).  
The studies on political elite participation and functions in the post-communist period share the 
view that the lack of existing structure and rules, together with the challenging task of 
performing a triple transformation, put the political elite in a central position in the state 
building and decision-making processes after the regime fall. From this position, the elite have 
a defining role in the process of democratization which have an impact on the final outcome of 
establishing a more democratic system of governance.     
 
2.3. Civil society participation  
 
Civil society participation has also been the subject of study of many different scholars. The 
concept of civil society is, however, not easy to define as it may take many forms and depend 
on the social structure and context. Robert Putnam (1993) provides a definition of the concept 
in practical terms. The author claims that it is first marked by active participation in the public 
realm. Putnam`s definition of civil society is based on the term “self-interest properly 
understood” established by Tocqueville which refers to self-interest determined by the public 
needs and is in line with the interests of others (Putnam, 1993: 88). In a civil society, citizens 
have equal rights based on horizontal relations among members. According to the author, they 
are active, help, trust and respect one another and share norms and values embodies in the 
structure and practices (Putnam, 1993: 89).  
Studies of civil society in post-communist countries show that its presence on the political scene 
is weak (see Ekriet and Kubik, 2003; Venelina Petrova, 2006; Di Palma, 1991). However, many 
point out its importance in the democratization process. Lucan Way (2011) states that the 
absence of well-established civil society and participation can result in unstable social pressures 
which have initiated the reform in the first place. This theory aligns well with Valentin Ganev`s 
theory of weak or non-existing social resistance to the actions of the political elite. Ekriet and 
Kubik (2003) state that although the similar communist history, civil society among post-
communist states differs and that there is no single model that “fits all”. On the other side the 
author argues that the different forms and participation of civil society reflect in the different 
level of democratization among post-communist states. The authors also argue that whether 
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civil society is strong or weak, although according to them that is not a useful categorization, 
depends on the structure and organization as well as the legal environment and the capacity to 
influence policy making.   
Venelina Petrova (2006) contributes to the study of civil society by providing statistical data in 
examining the individual and structural characteristics in civil society in post-communist states. 
According to the study, external influence and donors are important for sustaining civil society; 
however, that is only the case if public interest in political matters and active participation are 
present at national level. In addition, John Hall (1994) also argues that a strong civil society is 
not only dependent on a presence of powerful groups and their organization but it depends on 
their cooperation with the ruling elite. Nikola Spina and Christopher Raymond (2014) also 
study the importance of external donors to civil society in post-communist countries and 
conclude that although important those eternal influences a more important factor are internal 
socio-economic growth which stimulates the society to actively participate in the political 
sphere.    
The academic discussion on civil society, and in particular civil society in the Balkans, shares 
a view that civil society participation has an impact on the processes of democratization and 
depends on national level factors such as the legal environment, capacity to influence policy-
making and active participation in the public realm.  
2.4. Summary  
 
The above discussion outlines the diversity of studies on the topic of democratization and the 
concepts of the political elite and civil society as well as their role in the process. It presents a 
variety of studies on democratization, political and civil society participation and approaches 
to assessing them. The research on aims to empirically asses that participation and its influence 
on democratization. 
The process of democratization refers to the period of consolidation of democracy or the period 
between the regime fall and the establishing of new democratic system of governance. The start 
of the process being the weakening of the authoritarian regime and results in the first free 
elections (Bunce, 2003). It exposes the arguments by scholars that transition after a regime fall 
matters and in the case of post-communist regimes the past and historical legacies matter in one 
way or another. Many authors address the external influences as important to the process, 
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however, what all studies share is the argument that although those external influences matter, 
the local or national developments are the factors that define their success. Scholars also agree 
that the democratization period should be seen and studied as a distinct period of time (Karl and 
Schmitter, 1991; Ganev, 2005). The distinct characteristic of the post-communist 
democratization processes lies in the fact that the states undergo a triple transformation while 
the elite primary role should be state and constitution building (Offe, 1991).   
The political elite, as a deciding factor in the processes of democratization, have also been a 
subject of extensive discussion among scholars. Many studies share that the institutional 
framework and the levels of uncertainty as well as the lack of rules put the political elite in 
central determinant position (Ganev, 2005; Alexander, 2008).  According to the existing 
literature, the elite in post-communist states have a dual role of establishing the rules and at the 
same time being the party responsible for executing them. At the same time, the transition 
involves a triple transformation of politics, economy and society and although those happen 
simultaneously, according to the studies, they should be distinct and not decided by the political 
elite only (Ganev, 2005; Alexander, 2008; Schmitter). The democratization processes should 
be only of politics and constitution building character (Offe, 1991). According to the literature 
the elite role depends on party competition in the post-communist period which on the other 
side is dependent on two factors – who competes and how do they compete (Grzymala-Busse 
and Luong, 2002). 
The studies of civil society show that there is no single definition or a standard of rules that is 
common to all social organizations. The literature review outlines the practical functions of 
civil society. It points at the factor of active involvement of social organizations in the public 
affairs as the most important one (Putnam, 1993). An active and involved civil society is 
beneficial in the period of transition to democracy according to the studies outlined in the 
literature review (Ekriet and Kubik, 2003).  
The existing literature establishes the central role of the political elite as well as this of civil 
society in the process of democratization. The current study aims to empirically test the 
dominant position of the elite in the post-communist path to democratization. Furthermore, the 
argument that the political elite meets little or no resistance from society will be tested by 
examining the civil society participation in different periods in history in each of the countries 
after the fall of the communist regime and results will be further compared among the two cases. 
The goal of this research is to empirically asses this relationship between civil society 
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participation and political elite organization and their influence on the levels of democratization 
in the light of the existing literature. The above discussion shows variety of studies on the 
importance and influence of political elite and civil society in the processes of democratization, 
yet no convincing empirical study examines the link between the two. The contribution of the 
current study is to empirically examine whether a correlation between political elite 
organization and the levels of democratization as well as civil society participation and the 
levels of democratization exists. Moreover, the current paper seeks to examine the relationship 
between civil society participation and political elite organization.  
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3. Theoretical argumentation and causal mechanisms  
 
The post-communist period plays an essential role in establishing democratic system of 
governance (Ganev, 2005; Offe, 1991; Fortin, 2012; Bunce, 2003). With regard to the 
established importance of the political elite and civil society participation during the transition 
to democracy, the focus of this research is to empirically test the correlation between the two 
and the levels of democratization. In particular, this research aims to provide plausible pathways 
through which the levels of democratization in Serbia and Croatia depend on organization of 
political elite and participation of civil society in the process. The main goal is to check whether 
a correlation between the variables can be observed which confirms or disregard the assumption 
that the two variables are necessary for establishing democracy. Acknowledging the well-
established role of the political elite by the existing body of literature and with reference to the 
societal accountability definition provided by Schedler (1999) this paper aims to also examine 
the link between the two and the levels of democratization and whether a correlation between 
them exists. As mentioned above, whether a link between the variables exists will be studied 
in-depth in the cases of Serbia and Croatia and compared to each other. Several approaches to 
measuring this relationship steam from the literature on democratization and political elite and 
civil society role in the process.  
Taking into account the central role of the political elite in the process of democratization, its 
role will be studied in the light of the argument that the process depends on party competition 
during the post-communist elections and more precisely depends on who is competing and how 
(Grzymala-Busse and Luong, 2002). The current research does not examine in particular the 
processes of conducting the elections but focuses on the winning party (or coalition) after the 
parliamentary elections. It focuses on who is competing rather than how in order to examine 
the basic element for establishing democratic election processes. Previous literature establishes 
that the importance of party competition is a key driver for the process of democratization 
(Dolenec, 2016; Grzymala-Busse and Luong, 2002). In the light of these arguments party 
competition during and after the Parliamentary elections will be studied. The Parliamentary 
elections were chosen as the Parliament is the main legislative body and is directly elected by 
the people.  These results show whether political party competition exists and representation of 
society is ensured. Moreover, the results show whether the majority is won by one and the same 
political party over time or more party-competition in ruling political elite is evident. Voters 
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turnout results were also studied to show the support of society for the political elite in power. 
Here, I assume that more party competition during Parliamentary elections and change in the 
political organization after the elections lead to higher levels of democratization. Thus:  
Hypothesis 1: More party competition, referring to representative competition, results in higher 
levels of democratization. 
Civil society participation, meaning active participation and strong relations with the political 
elite, contributes to positive outcome in the democratization process (Way, 2011; Ekriet and 
Kubik, 2003). Yet, as established in the literature review section above, many authors argue 
that the civil society participation in post-communist states is weak (Ekriet and Kubik, 2003; 
Petrova, 2006; Di Palma, 1991). However, scholars also outline the importance of civil society 
in the process of democratization (Hall, 1994; Petrova, 2006; Way, 2011). Therefore, this 
research seeks to empirically measure civil society participation on the political scene and 
examine whether any changes in legislation on civil society participation relate to change in the 
levels of democratization. In order to investigate the relationship between civil society and 
levels of democratization the civil society participation will be studied in the light of the 
following hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 2: Civil society active participation in public affairs and strong relations with the 
political elite result in higher levels of democratization.  
Previous literature also establishes the importance of national political environment for 
ensuring space for dialogue between political elite and civil society (Petrova, 2006). John Hall 
(1994) is one of the authors who emphasizes the importance of civil society cooperation with 
the ruling elite. This research aims to empirically test the civil society participation in order to 
show whether a space for dialogue with the ruling elite exists and whether such cooperation 
influences the political elite organization. The paper seeks to investigate the relationship 
between civil society and political elite by examining whether the elite provides a formal 
framework of co-operation with civil society and whether civil society has any influence in 
public affairs and shows resistance to the political elite. Moreover, it will look into whether 
social mobilization is present although the lack of formal legal framework establishing a space 
for cooperation between the ruling elite and civil society. Taking into account the argument that 
civil society in post-communist countries is weak and the political elite meets no resistance 
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from society (Ekriet and Kubik, 2003; Petrova, 2006; Di Palma, 1991; Ganev, 2005; Way, 
2011) the relationship between the two will be studies in the light of the following hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 3: Civil society active participation and access to the decision-making process 
result in higher competition among the political groups.  
A conformation of the above stated hypotheses will not be surprising but it will confirm that 
both political elite role and civil society participation are necessary elements for positive 
developments in the processes of democratization. A conformation of the suggested 
assumptions will also confirm the correlation between both elite and civil society mobilization 
and processes of democratization and also between each other. Given the rationale established 
in the above sections, I expect to observe a correlation in changes in civil society mobilization, 
political elite organization and the levels of democratization. Taking into account the 
established by the literature central position of the political elite in the processes of 
democratization, I expect to observe positive correlation between the variables. This meaning 
that changes in the elite organization and civil society participation result in changes in the 
levels of democratization. Also in the light of the existing literature and theories, the research 
aims to test whether active civil society participation (opposite of the suggested weak 
participation) does indeed correlates with changes in the political elite organization.  
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4. Research Design  
 
This paper aims to test the theory established by the literature, namely, that in post-communist 
states the political elite plays a central role and weakens the state and meets little or no resistance 
from society by examining and comparing the two cases of Serbia and Croatia. To test whether 
civil society and political elite influence the levels of democratization, this research will study 
whether a correlation between change in each of the two variables and changes in the levels of 
democracy exists by using comparative case study method. In order to examine the relationship 
between the political elite and civil society on one side and levels of democratization on the 
other, this research uses firstly within case study and further cross case comparison and analysis 
of the variation among variables across time. By using process tracing, in-depth examination 
of the variables within each of the cases over time from the fall of the communist regime until 
present and later compare the results for each variable within and across cases, comparative 
case study method was chosen. This approach to research is used to analyze the similarities and 
differences across the two cases to test the relationship established by the literature. The 
synthesis of the similarities and differences across the two cases will be analyzed to test whether 
they support or not the relationship proposed in the hypotheses. The research aims to test 
whether a correlation between civil society participation and political elite and levels of 
democracy exists. In this way, it will look into whether political elite organization and civil 
society participation are necessary condition for democracy to be established. For a condition 
to be established as necessary, the outcome must not occur in the absence of the condition. 
Based on this, the research will look into whether higher levels of democracy only occur when 
more party competition is present as well as if higher levels of democracy occur when active 
participation from civil society is present. Moreover, in the light of last hypothesis, the research 
will look into whether more party competition is present when more active civil society 
participation appears.  Firstly, levels of democracy will be compared to both political elite 
organization and civil society participation within each of the countries and further the results 
will be compared among them. Moreover, the relation between civil society and political elite 
will be examined to show whether a link between the two exists.  
To estimate the hypothesis through which the political elite and civil society participation 
influence the levels of democratization, I will employ a mixture of qualitative and quantitative 
research. The mixed approach will help to explain both process and outcome. The coupling of 
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the two approaches will allow to better grasp the issue of complexity of the covariation and 
correlation between the variables. By using comparative case study this paper aims to explain 
the developmetns in the political elite and civil society participation in each of the two country 
cases. Further, by comparing the developments in the functions of civil society together with 
the changes in the political elite organization, and examine whether a covariation between the 
two correlates with difference in the levels of democratization, the research aims to test whether 
the two variables are necessary to achieve higher levels of democratization. Using descriptive 
elements of within case study research for each of the two cases, and further comparing them, 
the study aims to provide complete observations and analysis of the cases that are studied. Thus, 
comparative design combines within case evidence with cross-case inference for each of the 
two cases.  
The research is built on retrospective account. It will focus on the beginning of the processes 
of democratization, starting with the first-multi-party elections, through the present. By 
comparing political elite and civil society participation to the the levels of democratization in 
each of the cases, this study will test the theories established in the existing literature, namely, 
that the political elite play a central role in the process of democratization and uses the state 
resources only for their own benefits resulting in lower levels of democratization. In addition, 
the research will examine the parallel argument that the elite faces little resistance from the 
society. By examining civil society participation, this research aims to study whether the 
population express their demands for democracy and participation in the political sphere and 
decision-making process. Looking into the changes in the legal framework as well as the 
presence of civil mobilization in comparison to the changes in the political organization, a co-
relation between the two will confirm the assumption of a link between them. The long-time 
period between the fall of the communist regime and present makes the comparative case study 
in combination with process tracing challenging due to the likely influence of other variables. 
The emphasis of the current paper, however, is not to prove but to examine the causal 
relationship over time and across cases in order to show the correlation between political elite 
organization and civil society participation on one side and levels of democratization on the 
other and by doing so to show whether the two are necessary to establish more democratic 
system of governance.  
The research will focus on the changes in the political elite organization after each election after 
the fall of the communist regime in reference to changes occurring in the legal framework which 
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establishes civil society participation and on the other side the levels of democratization. That 
will help to examine if there is change in the organization of the political parties after each 
election process and how that change relates to change in the levels of democratization. The 
research aims to also examine whether any change occurs in the legal framework establishing 
the dialogue with civil society when more party-competition is present as well as if more party-
competition is present after more active civil society participation is evident. These results will 
show whether the basis for establishing more democratic system of governance exists. The 
combination of within case study and comparative cross-case inference of the two cases will be 
used to estimate the corollary assumptions for a link between the variables established in the 
hypotheses.  
4.2. Case selection 
In order to address the causal relationship between the variables, the two cases of interest - 
Serbia and Croatia - were carefully selected. The two countries were part of the Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia and have a shared historical and civil conflict legacy; however, they 
underwent different political and social developments after the fall of the communist regime on 
the way to building more democratic governance. Moreover, both countries have first multi-
party elections for Parliament in 1990. Each variable, namely political elite, civil society and 
levels of democracy, will be studied in each of the cases and further compare the data with 
cross-case inference to show whether the hypothesized relationship is confirmed or not. 
Because of the similarities between them, the two cases were chosen to research the 
hypothesized causal relationship and study the variation of political elite and civil society 
participation, and further compare them to the levels of democratization. The carefully selection 
of cases limits possibility to generalize from the results of the research due to the lack of random 
selection of cases. However, the comparative case study allows for in-depth analysis and 
uncover correlation between the variables by focusing on retrospective accounting rather than 
prospective estimation of the effects.  
4.2 Concepts and Operationalization 
 
This paper studies the changes in the variables using established in previous researches 
measures. The comparative case study design allows for improving the threats of validity and 
reliability of measures and operationalization by suing in-depth analysis of the cases. 
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4.2.1. Levels of Democratization 
 
As established in the literature review, the process of democratization is defined as the 
beginning of consolidation of democracy after the fall of the regime (Bunce, 2003). It has an 
important impact on the final outcome of building democratic government system. Although 
almost twenty years have passed since this critical moment in history for both cases of the study, 
they are still considered as countries in transition. The Freedom House data define the two 
counties as semi-consolidated democracies based on seven factors: National Democratic 
Governance, Local Democratic Governance, Electoral Process, Independent Media, Civil 
Society, Judicial Framework and Independence, and Corruption (Freedom House, 2016). When 
comparing the levels of democratization, the final score of all components used by the Freedom 
house will be considered. The reason behind this is that, although the components included are 
not only civil society and political elite, this research examines how these two variables 
influence democratization processes as a whole. The levels of democratization will be examined 
and compared in periods when a change in the political elite organization and civil society 
participation in the decision-making process are evident, namely, the periods of parliamentary 
elections and change in the legislation regarding the civil society participation for each four 
years of governance of each new elected parliament.  
 
4.2.2. Political Elite Participation 
 
As outlined in the previous section of the paper, the political elite in post-communist states 
takes a central role in the processes of democratization. Political leaders, in this period, are in a 
position of establishing and implementing rules which is supported by the lack of existing 
structure and institutional framework as well as resistance from society. That puts the elite in a 
powerful position to use state resources for their own benefit and weaken the state (Karl and 
Schmitter, 1991; Ganev, 2005; Offe, 1991; Alexander, 2008). 
Both Serbia and Croatia are unitary states using parliamentary system of governance and 
parliament, before all, is about representation of society and space for debate of the decision-
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making process. The first multi-party elections in Serbia were held in December 1990, based 
on Acts on the Election of Deputies and on Constituencies (National Assembly of Repuvlic of 
Serbia - History, 2017). In Croatia, the first multi-party elections for Parliament were also held 
in 1990 (Croatian Parliament - History, 2017). In both countries, the Parliament is the main 
legislative body. To study the role of the political elite, the organization of the parliament will 
be studies. In order to understand the functions of the parliament, and study the outlined by the 
literature powerful position of the political elite involved in the building of state institutions and 
rule of law, the following empirical measures will be used: party competition and strength of 
the opposition as well as voters turn out. Party competition will show what parties that are 
present on the political scene and how many new political parties have entered the political 
spectrum since the fall of the regime till present. By examining the different parties taking part 
in the elections the research will also show whether or not the party succeeding the communist 
party is present on the political scene and what percentage of the votes does it win. Moreover, 
the strength of the opposition will be examined by looking first into what political parties are 
present at the elections and which of those enter into coalition with or against the successors of 
the communist party. Nonetheless, the voters turned out will be examined to show to what 
extend the population supports the government and political parties and leaders in power.   
4.2.3. Civil Society Participation  
 
Although the existing literature ensures the importance of civil society in the process of 
democratization, authors also agree that its presence in the countries of the Western Balkans is 
very weak. The literature review also shows that scholars outline the importance of enabling 
environment at national level before external actors like the EU can attempt to strengthen and 
contribute to the development of stronger civil society (Putnam, 1993; Ekriet and Kubik, 2003). 
In this study, civil society participation will be measured by examining the legal framework 
which outlines its functions and guarantees participation in the decision-making process. The 
number of civil society organizations and change in the legal framework, aiming to provide 
more clear and precise procedures for their participation on the political scene, will be examined 
by looking whether change occurs over time. These factors will be studied as the basis for an 
active civil participation in the decision-making process where the legal framework is the basic 
guarantee for active participation in the decision-making process for these organizations. It sets 
the basis for creating a space for dialogue between civil society organizations and the governing 
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political parties. Furthermore, in order to measure the civil society participation on the political 
scene the impact on public policy will be compared between the two countries.  
4.3.  Measurement and Data Collection Methods  
 
In the following section I will describe the procedures which I employed to collect data and the 
sources which were used to obtain the necessary information. This section will present in details 
how data was collected for each of the variables over time since the fall of the communist 
regime in 1990 in each of the two cases and which sources were used as well as the reason 
behind that choice. Measurement error is a threat to comparative case studies; however, in-
depth case analysis can improve it.  
In order to test the relationship between the political elite and the levels of democratization the 
results form quantitative data on number of seats for each party is collected from the 
Parliamentary election results for the two countries. Information is gathered by using data from 
the Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia and the Inter-Parliamentary Union archive of 
election results for Croatia. Although considered the sources as most accurate, the information 
is at any time hard to be proven authentic due to common practical limitations. That is why the 
choice these the sources of information were made based on the fact that the two bodies are the 
main source for information on Parliamentary elections and make data and methodology 
reliable.  
Political elite influence will be measured by examining the party competition during each 
election process after the regime fall. By looking into official data from the official website of 
the Parliaments of each of the countries and data from the Inter-Parliamentary Union, all 
registered parties competing during the elections will be examined looking into how many seats 
in parliament they won. This will show if new political parties appeared on the political 
spectrum and which parties won the elections. The winning party or coalitions formed after 
each election will be examined to show the strength of the winning party and the strength of the 
opposition. This information will also show if party-competition exists and the ability of new 
political parties to form a strong opposing to the political party succeeding the communist party. 
Furthermore, by examining official government records from the same source, voters’ turnout 
will be studied. It will be only considered only to show whether the social support for the ruling 
party decreases or increases over time. 
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Furthermore, data on the legal framework outlining civil society participation was collected by 
using information from Legislationline and CIVICUS Civil Society Index Reports in order to 
establish the main changes in the legislation which ensures space for dialogue between pollical 
elite and civil society. Legilationline is an online legislative database which was created to assist 
the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe and gives access to domestic and 
international legislation and norms relating to specific areas. It is the most comprehensive 
database which aims not only to serve as an archive but also to assist preparing and drafting 
law on working level (Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, 2017). This makes 
both data and methodology used reliable. This information is collected in order to be able to 
later compare the legal framework which establishes the basis for civil society participation on 
the political scene with the levels of democratization and change in the political order. 
Furthermore, information from the Legialtionline shows the official dates of reforms in the 
legislation and in particular legislation on association in the two countries. This will show 
whether the basis guarantees exist in order to ensure space for dialogue and participation of 
civil organizations on the political scene also how much the legal framework has changes over 
time since the fall of the communist regime. This information will be collected for each of the 
countries and further compared the developments among each other and to the levels of 
democratization and political organization.  
Civil Society cannot be reduced to a single definition or legal components but the combination 
of basic guarantees established by law and the influence on public policy show the key elements 
necessary for its participation in the political life. In order to measure civil society participation 
data by CIVICUS Impact Index on Civil Society was used to examine to what extent civil 
society plays a role and has an impact in the public policy decision making (Monitor Tracking 
Civic Space, 2017). Data on civil society collected by CIVICUS is collected by using secondary 
resources of information qualitative and quantitative data from surveys, interviews and 
workshops. CIVICUS project assessed civil society on four different aspects, namely, structure, 
environment, values and impact which are further fragmented in different attributes. For the 
purpose of this paper the components used by CIVICUS to measure civil society participation 
will be used. In particular, the focus falls on the measurements of legal environment and impact 
of Civil Society, seen as most relevant to this project because it will show whether the civil 
society function in enabling environment and can participate on the political scene. In order to 
access the legal environment and the impact of civil society, the research by CIVICUS uses 
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different attributes and levels of data gathering. The research includes internal and external 
stakeholders and is based on information collected on local, regional and national levels. The 
methods through which data was collected include overview of existing information, 
consolation with stakeholders, media reviews and secondary data from other sources. This 
taken, the research by CIVICUS provides a complete and extensive picture on both the 
environment in which Civil Society operates and the impact it has on public policies which will 
make it easy to compare and conclude its relevance on the political scene. The comparison 
between civil society in Serbia and Croatia will show whether although all communalities, civil 
society development has similar or different role.  The impact of Civil Society will be only 
considered by examining the influence of public policy and responding to social interest. Before 
the report made by CIVICUS between 2003 and 2005, measuring civil society participation, no 
data exists on civil society participation in both countries. Therefore, the impact on public 
policy data provides only a snapshot of this period. Although data exists only from this period 
of the study, the similar methodology and attributes of the variables, makes the information 
reliable and helps to compare the developments and challenges facing the civil society 
development up to 2006. Due to the fact that no data exists on civil society participation before 
that period makes it harder to compare and conclude whether civil society had influence on the 
political scene and the levels of democratization. Different data source including both national 
and international organizations provide data on civil society environment and influence after 
that period in the two countries. The limited period in which data was collected, however, 
provides an important overview of the national environment ensuring civil society participation 
which, according to the literature, is essential first step of enabling such participation (Petrova, 
2006; Way,2011). The image of civil society from the reports shows how civil society has 
developed form the fall of the communism till 2006 without the influence of external factors 
like the EU. It mirrors the literature which established that the national environment and active 
civil society are basic most important factor for civil society participation on the political scene. 
Moreover, the report provides an overview of the background on civil society developments 
before the research.  
Lastly, data on levels of democratization according to the reports from the Freedom House was 
collected for each year after the fall of the communist regime till present. The levels of 
democracy in the different periods of time since the fall of the regime will be compared 
according to the data from these reports. The total democracy score, including all the 
 27 
Silvana Asparuhova  
S1783238 
 
components used to measure it by the Freedom House (National Democratic Governance, Local 
Democratic Governance, Electoral Process, Independent Media, Civil Society, Judicial 
Framework and Independence, and Corruption), will be taken into account (Nations in 
Transition , 2017). This selection is based on the argument that all components of the 
measurement together measure democracy as a whole and the research aims to compare both 
developments in civil society and political elite to the levels of democracy as a whole.   The 
score to measure democracy used by the Freedom House is from 1 to 7, where 1 is the highest 
levels of democracy a country can score. From 1 to 2, a country is considered Consolidated 
Democracy; from 2 to 3 countries lack only the best policies and practices of liberal democracy; 
from 3 to 4 countries are considered Semi-consolidated democracies and from 4 to 5 – 
Transitional or Hybrid regimes; from 5 to 6 countries are considered Semi-Consolidated 
Authoritarian regimes and score between 6 and 7 is given to countries with Consolidated 
Authoritarian regimes (Freedom House, Methodology). The measures used by the Freedom 
House follow an easy format which tracks the progress of democracy in different countries. The 
reports on nations in transition for both cases – Serbia and Croatia - follow the same 
measurements and are subject to detailed analysis of data gathering related to the same attributes 
which makes the information reliable and easy to compare. However, data on the levels of 
democratization in the two countries exist only after 2004. The regime between 1990 and 1999 
was defined as authoritarian for both countries, therefore in the graphic representation of the 
levels of democracy for this period was given the score of 6.5. No data exists on the levels of 
democratization between 2000 and 2004, therefore, the Levels of Freedom were used as point 
of reference in order to show whether any developments toward establishing more democratic 
system of governance was made. The level of freedom include measurement on political rights 
and civil liberties using measurements from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 
and is directly related to the levels of democracy (Freedom House, Nations in Transition 
Methodology). The same source and similar methodology of data collection make the data on 
freedom a good reference for the levels of democracy.  
 
 
 
 
 28 
Silvana Asparuhova  
S1783238 
 
5. Analysis and Empirical interpretation 
 
Data was collected on each of the variables according to their measurable definition outlined in 
the section on operationalization above. In order to analyze the results on political elite, firstly, 
data was collected from the Parliamentary elections results and voters’ turnout. Regarding civil 
society data was collected on legal framework changes from Legislationline database and civil 
society influence according to the research made by CIVICUS. Measurements on levels of 
democratization was collected for each of the cases according to the results from the Freedom 
House. The relationship between the civil society and political elite role and its influence on 
democratization is tested by comparing the results within each country and later among them 
in the light of the established earlier hypotheses aiming to reflect the theories outlined in the 
literature review and theoretical argumentation sections. The aim is to check whether higher 
levels of democracy occur when more party competition and civil society participation is 
present. Also, whether more party competition occurs when civil society is more actively 
participation on the political scene. The steps of conducting the comparative analysis for each 
of the hypothesis lies upon similar measurement across cases in same period of time. The 
following chapter presents first the results for each of the cases and is followed by comparing 
the results within each country and later compare the results among the two countries. Before 
comparing the results in the light of the hypotheses, analysis will be conducted on descriptive 
data on the values of each variable in each of the countries. Furthermore, I will build tables and 
graphics to visually represent the results and make it easy to investigate and compare how the 
values for each variable differ in the particular time period within each country. There are 
missing values on the levels of democratization in the two countries before 2004, therefore 
levels of freedom, provided by the Freedom House for the period before 2004, are used as a 
point of reference.  
 
5.1. Serbia  
 
Firstly, data was collected on the results from the Parliamentary elections in Serbia in order to 
later analyze the change in the political elite organization and compare to the levels of 
democratization. The information consists of the winning party or coalition after each election 
from the fall of the communist regime and the voters’ turnout. Furthermore, data was collected 
on changes in the legal framework regarding civil society as well as its influence on public 
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policy. Next, information is collected on the different levels of democratization during the 
period from the fall of the communist regime till present. Lastly, a comparison between the 
change in the values of each variables is conducted in the same time framework.  
Political Elite  
Serbia is a parliamentary republic in which the constitutional and legislative power is vested in 
the unicameral Parliament, also known as the National Assembly. It has competences regarding 
the adoption and amendment of the constitution, calls for national referendum, adoption of the 
budget, ratification of international contracts, deciding on changes of the boarders of the 
Republic, decisions on war and peace and adoption of defense strategies, enacts laws and gains 
amnesty for criminal offences (Jurisdiction, competences and duties of the National Assembly, 
2017). Before Montenegro declared its independence on June 2006 (Organization for Security 
and Co-operation Europe, 2006), the Parliament was serving the State Union of Serbia and 
Montenegro, representing the remains of the former Yugoslavia. For the purpose of this paper, 
the independence and change in constitution will be acknowledged. However, the research will 
focus on the Union between Serbia and Montenegro before Montenegro declared its 
independence and only on Serbia and developments in its Parliament organization after the 
separation of the two states.  
In 1990, the first elections for Parliamentary representatives was held in Serbia after the fall of 
the communist regime. The elections were held in two rounds, the first on 9th of December and 
the second on 23rd of December. The results of the elections showed a clear win of the Socialist 
party of Serbia 194 seats in parliament from total 250. The rest of the seats were divided among 
14 other political parties winning between 1 and 3 seats each except the Serbian Renewal 
Movement winning 19 and the Democratic Party and Democratic Fellowship of Vojvodina 
Hungarians with accordingly 7 and 8 seats. The voters’ turnout during the elections equals 
71.50% of the population (Serbia S. O., Statistical Office of Republic of Serbia, 1991).  
Next Parliamentary elections were held only two years after in 1992 as a result of a referendum, 
the results of which supported early elections. The final outcome of these elections was again 
win for the Socialist Party, led by Slobodan Milosevic, winning the most votes but this time 
with lower result of 101 seats. It is followed by the Serbian Radical Party with 73 seats and the 
Democratic Movement of Serbia (DEPOS) with 50 seats. Democratic Fellowship of Vojvodina 
Hungarians won 9 seats. The Democratic Party, Zeljko Raznatovic Citizen`s Group, Peasant 
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Party of Serbia, Reform Democratic Part of Vojvodina and Democratic Reform Party of 
Muslims won accordingly 6, 5, 3, 2 and 1 seats in Parliament. The results from the voters’ 
turnout showed that 69.72% of the population exercised their right to vote (Serbia S. O., 1992).  
Only a year later, at the end of 1993 new Parliament elections took place. The Socialist Party 
of Serbia again took leading position with 123 seats in Parliament. It was followed by the 
Democratic Movement of Serbia with 45 seats and Serbian Radical Party and the Democratic 
Party with 39 and 29 seats. Democratic Party of Serbia. Democratic Fellowship of Vojvodina 
Hungarians and Party for Democratic Action-Democratic Party of Albanians won accordingly 
7, 5, and 2 seats. Government was formed between the Socialist party and The Democratic 
Movement of Servia. The percentage of citizens who have voted during the elections was 
61.34% (Serbia S. O., Electronic Library, 1993).  
In contrast to the previous short-term government, the next elections were held in 1997. Once 
again, the Socialist Party together with Yugoslav Left and Liberals of Serbia won the most seats 
in Parliament, namely, 110 seats. It was followed by Serbian Radical Party with 82 seats and 
Serbian Renewal Party with 45 seats. Democratic Fellowship of Vojvodina Hungarians, 
Democratic Alternative, Allians of Vojvodina Hungarians, Democratic Coalition Presevo-
Bujanovac and List for Sandzak shared accordingly 4, 1, 4, 3, and 1 seats. The result from the 
voters` turnout in percentage was 57.40% (Serbia S. O., Electoral Library , 1997). 
The results from the following Parliamentary elections from 2000 show very different 
distribution of the seats in Parliament. For the first time after the fall of the communist regime, 
the elections outcome showed results according to which the Socialist Party did not win the 
majority of the votes and seats in Parliament. The 2000 Parliamentary elections were the first 
free elections after the fall of Slobodan Milosevic and his regime. After the elections, the 
Democratic Opposition of Serbia won 176 of the total 250 seats in Parliament. The Socialist 
Party 37 seats followed by the Serbian Radical Party with 23 seats and Party of Serbian Unity 
List with 14. The total number of voters in percentage results in 57.64% (Serbia S. O., 
Electronic Library , 2000). 
The results from the Parliament elections in 2003 showed a slightly higher voting activity of 
58.75% of the population. The most votes were supporting the Serbian Radical Party resulting 
in 82 seats in Parliament followed by the Democratic Party of Serbia taking 53 seats. The 
Democratic Party, G77 Plus won accordingly 37 and 34 seats and Serbian Renewal Movement 
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and the Socialist party took each 22 seats (Serbia S. O., 2003). The result from the elections put 
a start of long coalition talks which ended in center-right coalition relying on the support of the 
Socialist Party (Serbia and Montenegro Last Elections, 2003).  
On 21st of May 2006, a referendum was held on the state status of Republic of Montenegro. It 
was approved with 55.5% of its citizens voting in favor of independence. The referendum 
commission approved the results and the Assembly of Republic of Montenegro made a formal 
Declaration of Independence on 3rd of June (Organization for Security and Co-operation 
Europe, 2006). Serbia declared itself of the legal and political successor of the Union between 
the two states and soon adopted a new constitution. On 30th of September 2006, the National 
Assembly of republic of Serbia adopted a new Constitution endorsed by referendum in October 
same year (Serbia - Constitution of The Republic of Serbia, 2006). This change in the state 
structure called for the need of new political organization and elections. 
Next Parliamentary elections were held on 21st of January 2007. Increase in the number of 
voters was evident in these elections, compared to the previous elections. Voters` turnout went 
up to 60.62%. The political party with most seats in parliament was again the Serbian Radical 
Party with 81 seats, only one less than the previous elections. It was followed by the Democratic 
Party with 64 seats and Democratic Party of Serbia – New Serbia with 74. G77 Plus, Socialist 
Party of Serbia won 19 and 16 seats. The Liberal Democrats together with Civic Alliance of 
Serbia, Social Democratic Union and league of Social Democrats of Vojvodina won in total 15 
seats. Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians, List for Sandžak, Roma Union of Serbia, Albanian 
Coalition from Preševo Valley and the Roma Party won accordingly 3, 2, 1, 1 and 1 seats. The 
government was formed based on a coalition between Democratic Party, Democratic Party of 
Serbia and G77 Plus (Serbia S. O., Electronic Library, 2007).  
On 17th of February 2008, Kosovo has also declared its independence which brought some 
uncertainty in the Serbian National Assembly due to disagreement in the coalition government. 
The differences and controversies were not only including the independence of Kosovo but also 
strengthening the relations with the European Union and moving further in the accession 
process (Serbia - National Assembly Elections, 2008). As a result, only a year after the previous 
elections, new Parliamentary elections were held on 11th of May 2008. The results of the 
elections show a similar number of seats for the Serbian Radical Party - 78. It was however not 
in the leading position which this time was granted to the party called For a European Serbia 
which won 102 sears. They were followed by Democratic Party of Serbia- New Serbia with 30 
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seats; Socialist Party of Serbia with 20; Liberal Democrats with 13 and Hungarian Coalition 
with 4; Bosniac List for a European Sanjak 2 and Albanian Coalition from Presevo Valley with 
only 1 seat (Serbia S. O., Electronic Library, 2008).  
The pro-European government chosen for in 2008, brought unexpected lack of trust in the 
government and number of protests. Due to the unstable socio-economic situation and 
widespread corruption let to thousands of people protesting and asking for early elections 
(Serbia anti-government protesters demand early election, 2011). This was not achieved and 
the next elections took place as planned. The results from the voters’ turnout for the next 
elections which took place on 6th of May 2012 resulted in 57.80% of the populations practicing 
their right to vote. The seats in the Parliament according to the votes were divided as follows: 
Let`s get Serbia Moving won 73 of the seats; Choice for a Better Life 67 seats; Socialist Party 
of Serbia won 44 followed by Democratic Party of Serbia with 21, Turnover with 19 and United 
Regions of Serbia with 16 seats; The rest of the seats were divided between Alliance of 
Vojvodina Hungarians with 5 seats; Party of Democratic Action of Sandžak with 2 seats and 
All Together and Albanian Coalition from Preševo Valley won 1 seat each (Serbia S. O., 
Electronic Library, 2012).  
In the following elections in 2014, with voters` turnout of 53.09%, resulted in the following 
formation of the Parliament: the coalition between Serbian Progressive Party, Social 
Democratic Party of Serbia, New Serbia, Serbian Renewal Movement and Movement of 
Socialist formed the majority in parliament of 158 seats. Socialist party of Serbia together with 
Party of United Pensioners of Serbia and United Serbia won 44 seats. They were followed by 
Democratic Party, New party Serbia, Democratic Alliance of Croats in Vojvodina and Rich 
Serbia with total of 19 seats. The seats won by the coalition between Social Democratic Party, 
League of Social Democrats of Vojvodina, Together for Serbia, Democratic Fellowship of 
Vojvodina Hungarians and together for Vojvodina, was 18. The rest of the seats were divided 
as follows; Alliance for Vojvodina Hungarians 6 seats, Party of Democratic Action od Sandzak 
3 seats, and Party of Democratic Action 2 seats (Serbia S. O., Electronic Library, 2014).  
The last elections for Parliament in Serbia were held in April 2016. Serbia is winning, a 
coalition between the Serbian Progressive Party, Social Democratic Party of Serbia, Party of 
United Pensioners of Serbia, New Serbia, Serbian Renewal Movement, Movement of Socialists 
and Strength of Serbia movement won 131 seats. The Socialist Party together with United 
Serbia and Greens of Serbia won 29 seats. Serbian Radical Party won 22. Enough is Enough 
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and For a Just Serbia won 16 seats each. The Democratic Party of Serbia and Alliance for better 
Serbia also won an equal number of seats of 16 for each party. Bosniak Democratic Union of 
Sandzak and Party of Democratic Action of Sandzak won each 2 seats and the Green Party and 
Party for Democratic Action won 1 seat each (Serbia S. O., Electronic Library, 2016).  
It is evident from the section above, that the Socialist Party of Serbia won the majority of seats 
in Parliament until the year 2000. The results show significant change in the political party 
organization after that period. After this date, a coalition government was formed between 
different political parties and although the Socialist Party of Serbia participated in the coalition 
in 2008 and 2012 it did not win the majority of seats. Thus, the results on party competition 
confirms significant changes in political elite organization since 2000. A change in the voting 
activity could be observed as well, however, no significant change is observed after the 
elections in 2000. A significant decrease in the voting activity can be observed when comparing 
the voters’ turnout from the first elections in 1990 and the elections held in 2000. This could be 
seen as an evidence that although the Socialist Party won the majority during each election, its 
support from the population declined over time between 1990 and 2000.  
Civil Society  
The following paragraph will analyze the data gathered on civil society participation. The 
paragraph starts with providing background information on civil society participation in Serbia 
from the research made by CIVICUS. The results further provide data on the legal framework 
in which civil society operates and changes in legislation since the fall of the communist regime, 
using data from both CIVICUS and Legislationline. Lastly, this section shows data on civil 
society influence on public policy. 
The country report makes a division between civil society participation in the different moments 
in Serbian history. For the purpose of this paper, I will look into the study on Civil Society 
during two periods of time, namely, the late 80s throughout the whole 90s, and from 5 October 
2000 onwards. The first period was marker by the formally established political pluralism to 
which the appearance of civil society on the political scene was linked to. An example of a civil 
society organization which was active during this period in time as the Association of Yugoslav 
Democratic Initiative. It was the only opposition group established in Belgrade in 1989 
(Information on the Association for a Yugoslav Democratic Initiative (UJDI), 1993). This 
period of time was marked with a lot of violence and armed conflict in the region. Therefore, 
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the civil organizations and groups were mainly formed to oppose war and violence and ensure 
help and assistance for the victims. The main goal of the civil organizations at the time were 
focused on protecting basic human rights. During the 1990s, according to the report, the 
authoritarian regime used media in order to present the non-governmental organizations as a 
threat to the national interest. The interaction between the civil society and the government was 
mostly dominated by conflict if they are in opposition to the regime. On the other side this same 
organizations which were suspended at national level, were used as a message to the 
international audience showing that the regime was democratically oriented (Milivojevic, 2006, 
pp. 28-30).  
On 5th of October 2000 the peak of demonstrations and campaigns by active citizens against the 
war and violence was reached. Civil Society organizations played an important role after that 
date in installing more democratic political system (Milivojevic, 2006, p. 11). The 
demonstrations were organized by different NGOs and CSOs, however, they lacked a strategic 
plan on how to continue to deal with upcoming challenges. It becomes clear from the report 
that it is not only the case that civil society is suppressed during the communist and authoritarian 
regime but that has a long impact on civil society in the period after that (Milivojevic, 2006, p. 
30). 
Legal Framework 
The legal framework sets the first basic step in civil society organization and participation on 
the political scene. Although the active citizens’ mobilization is evident in the 2000, its 
uncertainty and future vision were unclear before and after the mass mobilization and protests 
took place. The legal framework is the stepping stone for stable start of establishing strong civil 
society and give space for dialogue between civil society and government officials. Civil 
Society organizations in Serbia, however, operate in unclear and inconsistent legal framework, 
according to the country report by CIVICUS (Milivojevic, 2006, p. 82). This evident in the lack 
of reforms in the law since 1990. Only in 2009 the Law of Associations was revised and in 2010 
new law on Endowment and Foundations was established.  The change was initiated by the 
Ministry of Public Administration and Local Self-Governance in cooperation with NGO 
Working Group Draft Law of Associations (Legislationline, 2004-2017). The CIVICUS report 
uses data from USAID to measure the legal framework supporting civil society participation. 
USAID uses a scale from 1 to 7 where again 1 is the heist score. It measures the legal framework 
from 1998 till 2004. These results, according to the report, show legal framework in Serbia 
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score between 4,5 and 5 which have not significantly changed since the 1990s (Milivojevic, 
2006, p. 82). Moreover, the report provides indication on the extent to which laws allow for 
advocacy activities and criticize the government. According to the data from the period between 
2004 and 2007, 68% of Regional Stakeholders, believe that the law restricts the Civil Society 
Organizations participation. There are only a few such organizations which publicly express 
their critiques to the government on issues like human rights protection (Milivojevic, 2006, p. 
84).  
In 2011, the Government of Republic of Serbia established The Office for Cooperation with 
Civil Society as a result of years of advocacy by civil society. The main goal of the Office for 
Cooperation is to support the establishment and development of space for dialogue between the 
two sides and serve as an institutional mechanism to support the cooperation 
(SerbianGovernment, 2011).  
Influence on Public Policy  
As mentioned above, before the research conducted by CIVICUS, there has not been studies 
measuring the influence of civil society on public policy. The civil mobilization in October 
2000 has been acknowledged as the biggest impact of civil society on the government. After 
that period, no major advocacy campaigns have been evident until 2017, when the presidential 
election brought thousands of people on the street again (Rudic, 2017). This event will not be 
analyzed in this paper as it happened very recently and the results of it a hard to estimate. 
Due to the lack of data on civil society participation only the data from CIVICUS in the period 
between 2003 and 2005 as a snapshot picture of the civil society development will be used for 
both countries and compared between the two. According to the country report, Serbia has a 
score of 1.5, on a scale between 0 and 5, when measuring civil society activities and impact on 
the political scene. So far, the information provided by CIVICUS on civil society participation 
is the only official record measuring it. Before the report only data from USAID Sustainability 
Index on CSOs exists, which emphasizes on the mass mobilization and overthrow of the regime 
in 2000 as the highest point when CS influenced the government. The report by CIVICUS, 
measures influence by providing information on three different public policy sectors – Human 
Rights impact; Social Policy Impact; and Impact on national budgeting process. The results 
regarding the impact on Human Rights policies shows that according to the opinion of Regional 
Stakeholders the CSO have active role (39%) or very active role (16%). The data also shows 
that 58.4% of the Regional Stakeholders believe that the CSO role in decision-making regarding 
 36 
Silvana Asparuhova  
S1783238 
 
human rights issues is successful to some extent. Regarding Social policy impact, the results 
shows that 58% believe that CSO is active to a limited extend in regard to social policies. 
Almost 65% believe that the CSOs are successful only to some extent. Regarding national 
budgetary issues the results show that the majority Regional Stakeholders (58.4%) are also 
active to limited extent, 52.4% believe that the participation of CSOs in the decision-making 
process is not successful (Milivojevic, 2006, pp. 116-122).  
Looking at the civil society section above, the data is in line with the literature, confirming 
weak presence of civil society in the post-communist era in Serbia. In the 90s no data exists on 
civil society participation and its importance does not seem to be acknowledged which is 
evident from the lack of changes in legislation outlining the basic space for dialogue between 
political elite and civil society. Data on civil society participation and influence shows results 
only for the period between 2004 and 2006, but it becomes evident that the position of civil 
society is not very central and not given enough importance according to the research. The 
report confirms the report confirms the unstable position and organization of civil society in 
Servia. The mass mobilization in the year 2000, however, shows a change in the civil society 
participation. The reasons and impact of this event require further analysis, yet the results of 
the research by CIVICUS on civil society impact in 2006 show the lack of long term positive 
impact. This is again in line with the literature (Hall, 1994) that although the mass mobilization 
is a reason for change the stable structure and strategy are missing and lower the impact which 
civil society had in a first place.  
Democratization  
Lastly, data on levels of democratization were collected. The information was collected 
According to the measures from the Freedom House, the period from 1990 till 2000 were 
marked by government controlled security forces financial institutions and state-owned media. 
Although the Freedom House does not provide an exact score of democracy in this period it 
marks consolidated authoritarian regime between 6 and 7 (Freedom House - Methodology, 
2017). In the period between 1999 and 2003 the Freedom House data exists only on freedom in 
Serbia, measuring the political rights and civil liberties in the scale from 0 to 10. Serbia scored 
freedom ration which equals 6 until 1999 for its guarantees of civil and political freedoms. It 
was only then that the freedom score changed from 6 to 5 because of the Kosovo independence 
from Serbian influence and decrease in the support for Milosevic and government decreased 
(FreedomHouse, 1999). In 2001, Serbia scored even higher level of freedom, changing from 5 
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to 4, due the overthrow of the Milosevic regime which resulted in improving rights such as 
freedom of press, election process and the rule of law (FreedomHouse, 2001). Due to 
cooperation with the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia and 
disappearing features of the Milosevic regime, the score in 2002 went even one scale higher 
from 4 to 3 (FreedomHouse, Freedom in the World - Yugoslavia , 2002). The status of Serbia 
defined as free with score of 2.5, according to the Freedom House in 2003, was due to the 
continuous processes of democratization in the country. That was evident in disagreements in 
the country leadership, mainly in regard to the relationship between Serbia and Montenegro and 
the establishment of Kosovo as a Serbian UN administrated province (FreedomHouse, 2003).  
The Freedom House provides data on the levels of democracy from 2004 onwards. It measures 
democracy on the scale from 1 to 7 as the higher score shows lower levels of democracy. The 
report for Serbia from 2004 shows democracy level of 3.83 from the report on nations in 
transition by the Freedom House. That was concluded from the election results in December 
2003. The results showed high number of votes for the far right Serbian Radical Party which 
was supporting the ideas of Milosevic government (FreedomHouse, 2004). In 2005, Serbia 
scored 3.75 on levels on democracy. This year was marked by the aim of the government of 
Montenegro to separate and establish economic liberalization and democracy as an independent 
state (FreedomHouse, 2005). The referendum on independence of Montenegro, which resulted 
in peaceful negotiations and no political crisis, led to score of 3.71 on democratization of Serbia 
(FreedomHouse, 2006). The victory of pro-democratic party and stable economic situation in 
Serbia in 2007 showed a higher score on democracy by the Freedom House of 3.68 
(FreedomHouse, 2007). Similar score of 3.79 show the results for 2008 and 2009. The score 
was influenced by presidential elections and Readmission to the EU together with signing Visa 
Facilitation agreement (FreedomHouse, 2008-2009).  The score of 3.71 in the next year was 
due to significant improvements in the local and national governance which included the 
passing of Antidiscrimination Law by the Parliament (FreedomHouse, 2010). From 2011 until 
2014, Serbia remained the score of 3.64 on democracy by implementing reforms proposed by 
the EU and in 2011 adopted a declaration condemning the Srebrenica massacre in 1995, which 
was a step in dealing with the Milosevic regime. Furthermore, during this period the state has 
cooperated to the ICTY with the arrest of war criminals like Ratko Mladic and Goran Hadzic 
(FreedomHouse, 2011,2012,2013,2014).  In 2015, 2016 and 2017 till present, we can see a 
decrease in the levels of democracy in Serbia of accordingly 3.68, 3.75 and 3.82. The result 
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from 2015 reflects the newly formed government which put the Serbian Progressive Party in 
leading position and eliminated smaller parties from opposition (FreedomHouse, 2015). The 
following two years, although some improvements could be seen in regards to the accession to 
the EU, showed lower results in electoral process, democratic governance and freedom of media 
(FreedomHouse, 2016-2017).  
Change in the variables across time 
After the fall of the communist regime until 1999, no change in the levels of democracy is 
present. That refers to the existing authoritarian regime and although the presence of multi-
party elections, the Serbian Socialist Party won the majority of seats in the Parliament after 
each election. This period the regime was defined as Authoritarian by the Freedom House based 
on the lack of freedom of speech, and state controlled media together with financial and security 
institutions. After the 2000, however, a significant change in the levels of freedom are observed. 
Serbia score moves from 6 to 2.5 between 2000 and 2004. In the same period for a first time 
the Serbian Socialist Party does not win the majority of seats and government is formed by 
coalition between different parties. After 2004 until present the levels of democratization vary 
but as established by the existing literature that is a usual development in the process of 
establishing democracy (Bunce, 2003).  
In order to compare the changes in each of the variables, Table 1. below shows the variation of 
the three in Serbia from 1990 until present.   
Change in the Variables Serbia 1990-2017 
Year Winning party/coalition after the 
Parliamentary elections 
 
Change in the 
legislation on Civil 
Society 
Levels of democracy 
1990 Socialist party of Serbia 194 seats Act of Associations 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
  
1991   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
 
1992 Socialist Party 101 seats/Serbian Radical 
Party 73 seats 
 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
 
1993 Socialist Party of Serbia 123 
seats/Democratic Movement of Serbia 45 
seats  
 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
 
1994   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1995   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1996   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1997 The Socialist Party together with 
Yugoslav Left and Liberals of Serbia 110 
seats 
 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1998   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
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1999   5 (level of freedom) 
2000 Democratic Opposition of Serbia 176  5 (level of freedom) 
2001   4 (level of freedom) 
2002   3 (level of freedom) 
2003 Serbian Radical Party resulting in 82 
seats in Parliament followed by the 
Democratic Party of Serbia taking 53 
seats. The Democratic Party, G77 Plus 
won accordingly 37 and 34 seats  
 2.5(level of freedom) 
2004   3.83 
2005   3.75 
2006  Constitution (2006) 3.71 
2007 Democratic Party with 64 seats  
Democratic Party of Serbia – New Serbia 
with 74 seats.  
G77 Plus 19seats  
 3.68 
2008 For a European Serbia which won 102 
seats / coalition between the Socialist 
Party of Serbia, Party of United 
Pensioners of Serbia and United Serbia / 
6 minorities representatives  
 3.79 
2009  Revised Law of 
Associations 
3.79 
2010  Law on Endowment 
and Foundations 
3.71 
2011   3.64 
2012 Serbian Progressive Party (coalition Let`s 
get Serbia moving)73 of the seats 
Socialist Party of Serbia 44   
 3.64 
2013   3.64 
2014 Coalition between Serbian Progressive 
Party, Social Democratic Party of Serbia, 
New Serbia, Serbian Renewal Movement 
and Movement of Socialist formed the 
majority in parliament of 158 seats 
 3.64 
2015   3.68 
2016 Serbia is winning - a coalition between 
the Serbian Progressive Party, Social 
Democratic Party of Serbia, Party of 
United Pensioners of Serbia, New Serbia, 
Serbian Renewal Movement, Movement 
of Socialists and Strength of Serbia 
movement 131 seats 
 3.75 
2017   3.82 
Table 1. 
Furthermore, Figure 1. was built to visually inspect the graphical representation of the two 
variables across time. 
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Figure 1.  
From Figure 1. becomes clear that the collected information reveals a strong relation between 
party competition and levels of democracy. Until 2000 the majority of seats in the Parliament 
are won by the Socialist Party of Serbia. Levels of democracy in this period are not even 
considered as the regime was defined as autocratic due to limitation on basic human rights. The 
levels of freedom show a significant improvement between 2000 and 2004, while the levels of 
democracy after 2004 show some up and down variation. This improvement in the levels of 
democratization is in line with the change of the political organization, and figure 1. reveals a 
robust relation between the change in the political organization and higher party competition 
and the levels of democracy. Based on the collected information it can be concluded that 
political organization, and more specifically party competition is necessary for establishing 
more democratic system of governance in the case of Serbia. From the data in Table 1. It could 
be seen that the 2000 mass mobilization had an impact on both political elite and levels of 
democratization. Although the graph only shows the Level of Freedom between 2000 and 2004, 
a significant improvement towards establishing more democratic regime are observable after 
civil mobilization and its influence on political organization. The data, however does not reveal 
a strong relationship between the primary legislation on civil society participation and the levels 
of democracy. The information of civil society influence on public policy from the report from 
CIVICUS shows that even after the improved levels of democracy after 2000, sic year later 
civil society has still weak presence on the political scene.  
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5.2. Croatia  
 
The following paragraph consists of the results for the different in the values of each variable 
for the case of Croatia in the same time slot - form the fall of the communist regime till present. 
Similar to the case of Serbia, firstly information on the Parliamentary elections and the voters` 
turnout will be analyzed. Further, the second part of this section provides information on civil 
society legal framework and influence. Next, information was collected on the levels of 
democratization for each year from the fall of the regime and lastly the results from each 
variable in this time slot will be compared to each other for the case of Croatia.  
Political Elite 
Firstly, data on political elite was collected by examining the results from the Parliamentary 
elections. The first multi-party elections for Parliament or House of Representatives of Croatia, 
after it has declared its independence from Yugoslav Federation, were held in 1990. Voters 
elected candidates for total of 365 seats in the Parliament, where the Croatian Democratic Union 
won 205 of them. It was followed by the Social-Democratic Party with 73 seats. Coalition of 
People`s Accord won 11 seats and the rest were divided among smaller parties which won no 
more than 10 seats each. The voters` turnout showed results of 76.56% in the first round and 
74.82% in the second (Results Parliamentary Elections Croatia, 1990). A new constitution was 
established which removed all references to communism and socialism from the content and 
the name of the republic to Republic of Croatia (Croatia - Old Constitution 1990, 1990).  
The following elections were held only two years later in 1992, when the seats in Parliament 
were narrowed to 138. The voters` turnout showed high results of 75.6% of the population. The 
highest percent of the votes resulting in most seats in Parliament for the Croatian Democratic 
Union with 85 seats. It was followed by Croatian Social Liberal Party with 14 seats and Social 
Democratic Party with 11. Croatian People`s Party and Croatian Party of Rights won 
accordingly 6 and 5 seats. Regional Groups and Independents also won 6 and 5, while the 
Croatian Peasant Party and Serbian National Party won 3 seats each (Coatia - Hrvatski Sabor 
(Croatian Parliament), 1992).  
Next elections were held in 1995.  During these elections, the Croatian Democratic Union won 
most seats again but this time 10 seats less resulting in 75 seats. However, it still won the 
absolute majority and could exercise the right to form governance alone. Joint List won 20 seats 
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and Croatian Social Liberal Party won 11. The Social Democratic Party and Croatian Party of 
Rights won accordingly 9 and 4 seats. The other 8 seats were distributed among Croatian 
Independent Democrats Social Democratic Action for Croatia and the Serb People`s Party. The 
percentage of the people who exercised their right to vote resulted in 68.8% of the population 
(Croatia - Hrvatski Sabor (Croatian Parliament), 1995).   
Only two years after new Parliamentary elections were held in Croatia in 1997. The results from 
the elections showed higher voters turnout than the previous elections of 71.35%. Most votes 
and seats in Parliament were once again for the Croatian Democratic Union winning 40 seats. 
At a second place was the Croatian Peasant`s Party with 9 seats and third the Croatian Social-
Liberal Party with 6 seats. The Social Democratic Party, Istrian Democratic Assembly and the 
Croatian Party of Rights won accordingly 4,2 and 2 seats (Croatia - Hrvatski Sabor (Croatian 
Parliament), 1997).   
The next elections were held in January 2000 due to the normal expiry of terms of office of the 
previous Parliament. The voters` turnout in these elections was 69%. That resulting in the 
following political parties and representatives entering into office and seats allocated: Social 
Democratic Party and Croatian Social Liberal Party with total of 71 seats. The Croatian 
Democratic Community with 40 seats and coalition between Croatian Peasant`s Party, Istrian 
Democratic Party, Liberal Party, Croat People's Party and Social Democratic Action won 25 
seats. The rest of the seats were divided between Representatives Croatian abroad with 6, 
Representatives of minorities 5 and Croatian Party of Rights with 5 (Croatia Hrvatski Sabor 
(Croatian Parliament), 2000).  
The Parliamentary elections in 2003 showed 62% voters activity. Most of these votes went for 
the Croatian Democratic Union which won 66 of the seats. It was followed by the Social 
Democratic Party with 43 seats and Croatian People`s Party obtained 11 seats. Croatian Peasant 
Party won 9 seats, Croatian Rights Party and Minority Groups won 8 seats each. The rest of the 
votes were divided among Croatian Social Liberal Party 3 seats, Croatian Pensioners Party 3 
seats and Croatian Democratic Peasant Party 1 seat (Croatia - Hrvatski Sabor (Croatian 
Parliament), 2003).   
The 2007 Parliamentary elections again put the Croatian Democratic Union in a leading 
position with 66 seats. It was followed by the Social Democratic Party which won only 10 seats 
less. The Peasant Party together with the Social Liberal Party won 8 seats and Croatian People`s 
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Party won 7 seats. The rest of the seats were divided between the Croatian Democratic Alliance 
of Slavonia and Baranja and Istrian Democratic Assembly with 3 seats each and the Croatian 
Party of Rights and Croatian Party of Pensioners wit 1 seat each. The voters’ turnout for the 
elections was 57.17% (Chronicle of Parliamentary Elections Vol 41, 2007, p. 82).   
The 2011 elections showed even lower voters` turnout of 54.32%. During these elections, most 
votes during the elections were won by the Alliance for Change which resulted in 80 seats in 
Parliament. The alliance, also known as Kukuriku coalition, consisted of the Social Democratic 
Party with 61 seats, followed by Croatian People`s Party with 14 and Istrian democratic 
Assembly and Croatian Party of Pensioners with 3 seats each.  The Croatian Democratic Union 
won 30 seats and the Representatives of ethnic minorities won 8. Croatian Democratic Alliance 
of Slavonia and Baranja and the Croatian Labour Party won 6 seats each. The rest of the seats 
were divided between the Independent List 2 and Croatian Peasant Party and Croatian Party of 
Rights won 1 seat each (Croatia - Hrvatski Sabor (Croatian Parliament), 2011).  
The next Parliamentary elections were held in 2015. The first political party with most seats in 
Parliament was Patriotic Coalition, winning 59 seats. It was followed by the Croatia is Growing 
which won only 3 seats less. The Bridge of Independent List won 19 seats nd the 
Representatives of ethnic minorities won 8. The rest of the seats were taken by the Our Own 
Right 3 seats, Croatian Democratic Alliance of Slavonia and Baranja and Labour and Solidarity 
coalition 2 seats each and Successful Croatia and Zivi Zid with 1 seat each. The voters` turnout 
resulted in 60.82% of the population (Croatia - Hrvatski Sabor (Croatian Parliament), 2015).  
 Early elections were held less than a year later on 11 September 2016 due to collapse of the 
coalition government and successful motion of no confidence. The results granted 61 seats for 
the Croatian Democratic Union, 54 for the People`s Coalition and 13 for the Independent List. 
The rest of the seats in parliament were divided between Human Shield with 8, Istrian 
Democratic Assembly with 3 seats, Bandic Milan 365 and its allies with 2 and Croatian 
Democratic Party of Slavonia and Baranja and Independent list of Zeljko Glasnovic with 1 seat 
each. Lower voters` turnout was recorded of 52.59% of the population (Croatia – Hrvatski 
Sabor (Croatian Parliament), 2016).     
From the section above it becomes clear that the fall of the communist regime was followed by 
one political party winning the majority of seats in the Parliament after each election until 2000. 
Similar to the case of Serbia, the Freedom House defines the regime in this period as 
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Authoritarian because of the state control of media, financial and security institutions. Between 
the year 2000 and 2004 Croatia also rapidly improved its levels of freedom with score from 4 
to 2. From 2000 until present the government was formed by coalition among different party as 
the return of the Croatian Democratic Union winning the majority of seats in Parliament is 
observed in 2003, 2007 and later in 2016. This shows the lack of strong opposition. Voters` 
turnout, similar to the case of Serbia, decreased since the first multi-party elections in 1990 till 
2000. Although, as concluded above, more research needs to be done in order to find the reasons 
behind the decrease in voting activity it could be seen as a decreasing support for the 
government. Although the decreasing support over time, the return of the Croatian Democratic 
Union in a leading position in 2003, 2007 and 2016 show the ack of strong opposition. 
Civil Society  
The following section presents the data on civil society in Croatia after the fall of the communist 
regime. Similar to the case of Serbia, civil society in Croatia was very weak after the fall of the 
communist regime, however, its presence was acknowledged much earlier. Already in 1995, 
civil society importance was recognized by the Croatian governance. The Center for 
Development of Non-Profit Organizations is an association which recognizes and supports the 
role of civil society and its development in Croatia since 1995. The results are evident in the 
participation of the association in establishing more favorable legal environment, strengthening 
the capacity of the non-profit sector and serve as the voice of the non-profit organizations 
(CERANEO, 2015). During the communist regime, Civil Society has been largely restricted 
and that also had its impact on the post-communist era. Equivalent to the situation in Serbia, 
after the fall of the regime the development of civil society was seen with the establishment of 
muli-party system in the early 1990s. In this period, many international organizations were 
active in Croatia supporting the establishment of Civil Society, however, unfavorable political 
environment was also evident in the period with state owned media portraying civil society 
organizations in a negative way. Mostly international organizations were providing support and 
supporting basic human right in times of war and unstable government between 1991 and 1995 
(Bežovan, Zrinščak, & Vugec, 2005, pp. 15-16). A Cooperation Programme between 
Government and the Non-Profit Sector was created in 2000. It was established with the aim to 
support and advocate the civil society position on the political scene (Office for Cooperation 
with NGOs, 2000). The government of Croatia established an office for cooperation with 
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NGOs, however, the report by CIVICIS between 2003 and 2006 still shows insufficient 
participation and legal framework for civil society participation.  
Legal Framework  
In Croatia, the freedom of association was firstly defined in 1997 by the Law Relation to 
Associations (1997). The law was not amended until 2001, when the Parliament of Croatia 
passed the Law on Associations (2001). Under the pressure from foreign organizations the 
government established Association Office in 1999, however clear dialogue and cooperation 
between government and civil society was lacking only then. That was only established by the 
coalition government between 2000 and 2003. According to the data from the state report by 
CIVICUS, space for dialogue and basis for cooperation between state and civil society was 
established in this period. The results from the research show that progress in cooperation 
between the state and civil society is evident in the fifteen tears prior to the report in 2005 
(Bežovan, Zrinščak, & Vugec, 2005, pp. 14-16).  
Regarding the legal framework defining the registration of civil society organizations, it is 
important to note that there are different types of legal entities considered as CSOs: civil 
associations, foundations, public benefit corporations. Each of the organizations have separate 
legal way of registration. The Civil associations are registered in the central government office 
and local self-administrative units. The procedure itself is complicated according to the 
associations. Only 37.1% find the procedure simple. The procedure for Foundations and Public 
Benefit Cooperation is even more demanding than the one for Civil Associations (Bežovan, 
Zrinščak, & Vugec, 2005, pp. 48-49).    
In Croatia, there are no restrictions when it comes to advocacy activities, according to the data 
from the research. However, many civil organizations which receive state funding, tend to have 
their own censorship. The results show 25.7% of respondents think that there are limitations to 
CS advocacy activities and almost half (45.3%) do not know the answer to this question. 
According to the report, there are no evidence of civil society organizations criticizing the 
government and there is fear among them although there are no formal legal restrictions. The 
results show that Croatian citizens do not consider themselves qualified and responsible for 
issues concerning them and the political organization of the state. Civil society participation is 
qualified in the report as weak and insufficient (Bežovan, Zrinščak, & Vugec, 2005, pp. 49-50).  
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Influence on Public Policy 
Influence on public policy is also only measured in the period when the research was conducted, 
namely between 2003 and 2005. It provides a picture on the same attributes as measured in 
Serbia in the same period of time which makes it easy to compare. Regarding Human Rights 
policies, the majority of respondents (44.2%) in the survey believe that CSOs are only active to 
a limited extend. The success in influencing decision-making process regarding human rights, 
the majority (55.1%) responded that they are successful only to some extent. With respect to 
social policy, the study states that there is a lack of initiative and organization from the side of 
civil society organizations. The budgetary process is defined as not sufficiently democratic and 
there are no experienced and expert civil organizations involved (Bežovan, Zrinščak, & Vugec, 
2005, pp. 72-76). 
The presence of civil society in Croatia is acknowledged already in 1995 by the Center for 
Development of Non-Profit Organizations. More changes and more favorable legal 
environment is evident in Croatia with establishing new law and association for assisting civil 
society participation and development is 1997, 2001 and 2014 (Legislationline, Croatia 
Freedom of Association 2004-2017). The results from the report made by CIVICUS on civil 
society index, however, show not very strong results in active participation of civil society on 
the political scene. The data from the report shows low percentage of the civil organizations 
believe to have an influence on public policy. Although the changes in the legal framework, no 
strong relationship between civil society participation and political elite is evident from the 
data. A link between the changes in legislation and cooperation between the two cannot be 
concluded based on the information. The data from the report from CIVICUS, however, shows 
results in line with the literature for weak presence of civil society on the political scene. This 
signifies that although more formally established in law relationship between civil society and 
political elite, civil society still does not have much participation and influence on the political 
scene.   
 
Democratization  
Lastly, the following paragraph revels the information on the levels of democratization in 
Croatia from 1990 until present. The 1990s were marked by the authoritarian regime of 
president Tudjman and the ruling of the Croatian Democratic Union Party in Croatian 
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Parliament. This period was marked with high levels of corruption, limitations on freedom of 
press and failure to protect refugees until the death of Tudjman in 1999. Here again no exact 
score on the levels of democracy exist, however based on the measurements used by the 
Freedom House, consolidated authoritarian regime accounts for a score between 6 and 7 
(Freedom House – Methodology, 2017). The Freedom House provides data on the freedom in 
Croatia in the period between 1999 and 2003 in which significant change in the score from 4 to 
2 is evident. That was due to the free and fair elections after the death of the authoritarian regime 
which followed the fall of communism (FreedomHouse, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003). The 
levels of democracy are measured by the Freedom House since 2003 with score of 3.79 for hat 
year. Although an improvement could be seen since the fall of the governing regime of 
Tudjman, some challenges of elections transparency and cooperation with the international 
community and the ICTY remained (FreedomHouse, 2003). The return of the Croatian 
Democratic Union on the political scene after the elections in 2003, influenced the levels of 
democratization with lower rate of 3.83 for 2004 (FreedomHouse, 2004).  The years of 2005 
and 2007 were marked with score of 3.75 influenced by the cooperation with the ICTY and the 
international community. A little improvement could be seen in 2006 with score of 3.71 due to 
Croatia successfully meeting the criteria for accession to the EU (FreedomHouse, 2005, 2006, 
2007). Due to the pro-European agenda of the new government and some implemented 
institutional reforms the democracy score was even higher, namely 3.64 in 2008 
(FreedomHouse, 2008). The following two year scored 3.71 on the levels of democracy 
according to the Freedom House report due to criticism in regards to government expenses in 
period of economic crisis (FreedomHouse, 2009, 2010). In 2011, the score on democracy is a 
bit higher, namely 3.64. Although the challenges with the elections at the end of 2010, Croatia 
still aims to meet its target of completing the talks for accession to the EU (FreedomHouse, 
2011). The years 2012 and 2013 scored even higher due the process of accession of the country 
to the EU. However, although the accession was fact in 2013, the government faced many 
challenges caused by the financial instability and legacy of corrupt privatization processes 
(FreedomHouse, 2013). That is confirmed in the decreasing levels of democracy score in the 
years to come. In 2014, 2015 and 2016 the country scored 3.68 according to the Freedom House 
report. The biggest challenge appeared to be the Judicial Framework and Independence 
(FreedomHouse, 2015). The current levels of democracy show even lower score of 3.71 for the 
year 2017 so far (FreedomHouse, 2017).  
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Change in the variables across time 
The definition given by the Freedom House for the period after the communist regime fall until 
2000 for Croatia is Authoritarian regime. That is based on the state control media, financial and 
security institutions. A significant change in the levels of freedom are evident between 2000 
and 2004 with the score changing from 4 to 2. The levels of democracy after 2004 till present 
vary, however a decrease in the democracy score could be seen in the recent years after the 
2014 elections. Table 2. presets a variation between the three variables over time for Croatia in 
order to make the comparison easier.  
Change in the Variables Croatia 1990-2017 
Year Winning party/coalition after the 
Parliamentary elections 
 
Change in the Legal 
Framework on Civil 
Society 
Levels of Democracy 
1990 Croatian Democratic Union won 205 seats  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1991   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1992 Croatian Democratic Union with 85  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1993   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1994   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1995 Croatian Democratic Union 75 seats Act on Foundations 
and Funds  
6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1996   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1997 Croatian Democratic Union 40 seats Law relation to 
Associations (1997) 
6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1998   6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1999  Established - 
Association Office  
4 (level of freedom) 
2000 Social Democratic Party and Croatian 
Social Liberal Party with total of 71 seats 
Alliance of Primorije 2 
Slovonia-Baranja Croatian Party 1 
 4 (level of freedom) 
2001  Law on Associations 2.5(level of freedom) 
2002   2 (level of freedom) 
2003 Croatian Democratic Union which won 66 
of the seats 
Croatian People`s Party 10 
Croatian Peasant Party 1 
Party of Liberal Democrats 3 
Liberal Party 2 
 
 
 2(level of freedom) 
2004   3.83 
2005   3.75 
2006   3.71 
2007 Croatian Democratic Union 66 seats 
Social Democratic Party 56 
Croatian Peasant Party 6 
Croatian Social Liberal Party 2 
 3.75 
2008   3.64 
2009   3.71 
2010   3.71 
2011 Coalition -Social Democratic Party of 
Croatia 61 
 3.64 
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Croatian People's Party – Liberal 
Democrats 14 Istrian Democratic Assembly 
3 Croatian Party of Pensioners 3 
2012   3.61 
2013   3.61 
2014  Law on Associations 3.68 
2015 Parliament was Patriotic Coalition 59 seats  3.68 
2016 61 seats for the Croatian Democratic 
Union, 54 for the People`s Coalition 
 3.68 
2017   3.71 
Table 2. 
The data from Table 2. was put in graphic representation (Figure 2.) to visually inspect the 
changes in levels of democracy over time.   
 
Figure 2. 
Figure 2. shows the levels of democratization form 1990 until present. A significant 
improvement in the levels of democratization can be seen after 2000. A covariation exists 
between the change in the political organization in Croatian Parliament and the levels of 
democratization. The table reveals a strong relation in favor of positive relationship between 
the two. Although, the Croatian Democratic Union won its place back on the political scene 
after the elections in 2003, 2007 and 2016 was in a coalition government. The data confirms 
that higher party competition is necessary for higher levels of democracy in the case of Croatia.  
Figure 2. however, cannot explain the link between the levels of democracy and civil society. 
Based on the information on change in the legal framework from the data in Table 2. and the 
graphic representation after in Figure 2. no conclusion about correlation between the two 
variables can be made. The information also does not reveal a strong link between civil society 
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participation and party competition. The data from the report by CIVICUS on civil society 
influence on public policy shows that although the increasing levels of democracy civil society 
is still weak between 2004 and 2006.  
5.3. Hypothesis testing and comparative analysis 
 
In the following part of this paper, the hypothesis about the relationship between the variables 
will be tested. In order to analyze the results from the data collection in the light of the 
theoretical framework, and by doing so seek an answer to the questions posed by the hypothesis, 
here again I built tables and graphs with various combinations between the different variables 
to compare how they change over time for each of the countries and among them. The tables 
help to see the variation and are built in order to make easier the comparison between them. 
Also, a graphical representation of the variables is built, in order to make it easier to visually 
track the changes in the values. In this section I draw on the collected data in reference to the 
theoretical framework to evaluate how well the hypotheses reflect the reality in the two post-
communist states. 
 
The existing theoretical framework brings the argument that the transition period matters and 
should be seen as a distinct episode in history (Karl and Schmitter, 1991; Ganev, 2005; Offe, 
1991). In post-communist periods especially, the transformation to democracy is highly 
influenced by the political elite which meets little or no resistance from the society (Ganev, 
2005; Alexander, 2008; Schmitter, Dolenec,2016). The literature establishes that the political 
elite role depends on party competition and how the elections are conducted (Grzymala-Busse 
and Luong, 2002). Moreover, the authors argue that presence and participation of civil society 
is weak in post-communist states in the Western Balkans (Petrova, 2006; Hall, 1994; Ekriet and 
Kubik, 2003; Di Palma, 1991). To empirically test these theories, the data collected for the two 
cases of interest will be analyzed and compared. That will be done in the context of each 
hypothesis established in the theoretical interpretation above. I hypothesized the relationship 
between civil society and political elite to check if the two variables are necessary for the 
process of establishing democracy in the light of the existing literature and theories. In the 
following section I will check first how the variables correlate between each other in order to 
ensure that assumptions of relation between them are met. Further the results of the two 
countries will be compared in order to compare whether both confirm the hypothesized 
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relationship. Even though the civil society is weak in the post-communist countries on the 
Balkans, this empirical study aims to examine whether when more active civil society 
participation is observable there are any changes in the political organization and the levels of 
democratization. In a first place, the study looks into party competition in the Parliament, which 
shows the political elite in power of the decision making and if any changes are observable in 
the levels of democratization when party competition is higher. Further, the study looks into 
the legal framework regulation the activities of civil society in order to see whether change in 
the organization of the leading political parties leads to legally establish formal space for 
dialogue with civil society. Lastly, the analysis will focus on examining whether more active 
participation from civil society results in any change in the political organization. The analysis 
will be done in two steps focusing firstly on each hypothesis and the change among each 
variable in each of the two cases and later compare the results between the two. 
 
The first hypothesis states the following:  
 
Hypothesis 1: More party competition referring to representative competition and formal 
channels of election processes result in higher levels of democratization. 
 
As established in the literature, the party competition is a key factor in measuring political elite 
role in the democratization process (Grzymala-Busse and Loung, 2002). Therefore, in order to 
test this in the two cases of Serbia and Croatia, the party competition and voters’ turnout will 
be analyzed in the following section. To see its influence on democratization the data will be 
compared to the levels of democratization during the periods of elections and change in 
government and Parliament officials. This will show if a relationship exists between change in 
party competition and levels of democratization. The table below shows the ruling coalition and 
the corresponding levels of democratization according to the Freedom House for the years 
between 1990 until present. Voters turnout will be analyzed only to show the support of the 
population for the ruling party and whether it increased or decreased for the period when the 
political system was defined as authoritarian.  
 
Table 3. shows the change in the variables for the case of Serbia. 
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Comparison - Winning Party/Coalition and Democracy Score in Serbia 1990-2017 
 
 Serbia: Winning party/coalition after the 
Parliamentary elections 
Democracy Score  
1990 Socialist party of Serbia (194 seats) 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1991  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1992 Socialist Party (101 seats) 
Serbian Radical Party with (73 seats) 
6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
 
1993 The Socialist Party of Serbia (123 seats) Democratic 
Movement of Serbia with (45 seats)  
6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
 
1994  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1995  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1996  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1997 The Socialist Party together with Yugoslav Left and Liberals 
of Serbia (110 seats) 
6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
 
1998  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
 
1999  5 (level of freedom) 
2000 Democratic Opposition of Serbia (176 seats) 5 (level of freedom) 
2001  4 (level of freedom) 
2002  3 (level of freedom) 
2003 Serbian Radical Party (82 seats) 
Democratic Party of Serbia (53 seats) 
The Democratic Party (37 seats) 
G77 Plus (34 seats)  
2.5 (level of freedom) 
2004  3.83 
2005  3.75 
2006  3.71 
2007 Democratic Party (64 seats0  
Democratic Party of Serbia (74 seats) 
G77 Plus (19 seats)  
 
3.68 
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2008 For a European Serbia (102 seats) - Coalition between the 
Socialist Party of Serbia, Party of United Pensioners of Serbia 
and United Serbia   
 
3.79 
2009  3.79 
2010  3.71 
2011  3.64 
2012 Serbian Progressive Party (coalition Let`s get Serbia moving) 
(73 seats) 
  
Socialist Party of Serbia (44 seats) 
3.64 
2013  3.64 
2014 Coalition between Serbian Progressive Party, Social 
Democratic Party of Serbia, New Serbia, Serbian Renewal 
Movement and Movement of Socialist (158 seats) 
3.64 
2015  3.68 
2016 Serbia is winning - Coalition between the Serbian Progressive 
Party, Social Democratic Party of Serbia, Party of United 
Pensioners of Serbia, New Serbia, Serbian Renewal 
Movement, Movement of Socialists and Strength of Serbia 
movement (131 seats) 
3.75 
2017  3.82 
Table 3. 
Between the first multi-party elections in 1990 until the 2000, in Serbia the Socialist Party has 
evidently won the majority in Parliament. The Socialist Party won the majority of seats and 
there was no need for the party to enter in a coalition with other parties in order to form a 
government. Up to the year 2000 the Freedom House defines the regime in the country as 
authoritarian based on the state-owned media and control over security forces and financial 
institutions. The Freedom House stated measuring the levels of freedom in 1999. A significant 
improvement in the score from 5 to 2.4 can be seen between 2000 and 2003. In this period, for 
the first time since the fall of the regime, the Socialist Party lost the support of the people and 
the Democratic opposition won the majority of seats in the Parliament in 2000. Until 2003 
ruling coalition between different political parties is evident. In the time period between 2004 
and 2016 the majority in Parliament also consisted of a coalition between different parties which 
formed the government. Since then there has not been a period or an outcome of an election 
process where one party had a leading position. The levels of democratization also vary between 
3.83 and reaching the highest score so far of 3.64 during and after the ruling coalition of For 
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European Serbia and Let`s get Serbia moving between 2008 and 2014. It is therefore evident 
that when more party competition is present and coalition between different parties to obtain 
majority and form government the levels of democratization are higher. The curve goes up and 
down from 2004 onwards, however, as Bunce (2003) argues, during the process of establishing 
democracy this is a normal course in transition process and it is a very unstable process due to 
various factors. 
Voter’s turnout in Serbia has the highest score in the first elections after the fall of the 
communist regime. During this first elections, the results represented the will of more than 70% 
of the population. Since then the voters` turnout vary between 50% and 60% as decreasing 
voting activity is observed. Voting activity after the civil society mobilization resulting in 
change of government was followed by voters` turnout not higher of 59% in 2000 and 2003. 
Although more than the half of the population voted, the highest voting score remains the one 
from 1990 during the first elections. This shows a weak link between the citizens and their 
representatives on the political scene. It can be concluded that the support for the government 
has decreased significantly between 1990 and the year 2000.   
 
Table 4. shows the change in the variables in Croatia for the same period of time.  
 
Comparison - Winning Party/Coalition and Democracy Score in Croatia 1990-2017 
 
 Croatia: Winning party/coalition after the 
Parliamentary elections 
 
Democracy Score  
1990 Croatian Democratic Union (205 seats) 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1991  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1992 Croatian Democratic Union (85 seats) 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1993  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1994  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1995 Croatian Democratic Union (75 seats) 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1996  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1997 Croatian Democratic Union 40 seats 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1998  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1999  4 (level of freedom)  
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2000 Social Democratic Party and Croatian Social Liberal Party 
(71 seats) 
Alliance of Primorije (2 seats) 
Slovonia-Baranja Croatian Party (1 seat) 
4 (level of freedom) 
2001  2.5 (level of freedom) 
2002  2 (level of freedom) 
2003 Croatian Democratic Union (66 seats) 
Social Democratic Party (56 seats) 
Croatian Peasant Party (6 seats) 
Croatian Social Liberal Party (2 seats) 
2 (level of freedom) 
2004  3.83 
2005  3.75 
2006  3.71 
2007 Croatian Democratic Union (66 seats) 
Social Democratic Party (56 seats) 
Croatian Peasant Party (6 seats) 
Croatian Social Liberal Party (2 seats) 
3.75 
2008  3.64 
2009  3.71 
2010  3.71 
2011 Coalition between Social Democratic Party of Croatia (61 
seats) 
Croatian People's Party (14 seats) 
Istrian Democratic Assembly (3 seats) 
Croatian Party of Pensioners (3 seats) 
3.64 
2012   3.61 
2013  6.61 
2014  3.68 
2015 Parliament was Patriotic Coalition (59 seats) 
 
3.68 
2016 Croatian Democratic Union (61 seats) 
People`s Coalition (54 seats)  
3.68 
2017  3.71 
Table 4. 
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Since the fall of the regime and obtaining its independence, Croatian multi-party Parliamentary 
elections resulted in the Croatian Democratic Union obtaining the majority of seats in 
parliament until 1998. Similar to the case of Serbia the regime until that point in time was 
defined as authoritarian by the Freedom House. The reasons behind this definition are mainly 
the limited freedom of press and control over central financial and security institutions. A 
change in the Parliamentary order is evident after the 2000 elections. A coalition government 
after both elections in 2000 and 2003 was formed by the representatives of different parties. 
The levels of freedom in that period increased from 4 in 2000 to 2 in 2003. The levels of 
democratization vary between 3.83 and 3.61 as the lowest score is during the period when the 
Croatian Democratic Union was in leading positions again between 2003 and 2008. The highest 
democracy score of 3.61 was evident during the coalition government between Social 
Democratic party, Croatian People’s party, Liberal Democrats, Istrian Democratic Assembly 
and the Croatian Party of Pensioners in the time period between 2011 and 2014. Since then a 
slowly decreasing levels of democracy are seen in the measurement of the Freedom House and 
in the same time an unstable period with premature elections in 2016, only a year after the 
previous elections in 2015, resulted in the Democratic Union winning most votes. A link 
between higher levels of democracy and increase in the party competition referring to formation 
of coalition government among different parties also confirms the hypothesis. Although the 
Democratic Union has won back its place among the ruling parties after the year 2000, it is 
evident that the highest progress and scores in levels of democracy are when one party is not in 
a leading position.  
Voter’s turnout in Croatia also shows the highest score after the fall of the communist regime 
in 1990 and 1992 Parliamentary elections. It remains higher than 60% up to 2003. A significant 
decrease resulting in score between 50% and 55% after 2003 can be observed. Until that 
moment, the political elite represents the majority of population with results between 62% and 
76%. Although the voters’ turnout is higher in Croatia, a decrease in the number of people 
exercising their right to vote is observed. This again confirms the support for the government 
particularly between 1990 and 2000. Although the Democratic Union has won its place back 
on the political scene after 2000, the voting activity shows lower support.   
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Comparison  
 
Figure 3. presents how the values of levels of democratization change after the fall of the 
communist regime until present for both Serbia and Croatia. This graphical representation 
makes it easier to compare the change in the values of levels of democratization across time 
and examine whether similarities exist between the two. Further, the developments in political 
elite and civil society in the particular period for each of the two countries will be compared.  
 
 
Figure 3.  
It is evident from the graph that in both Serbia and Croatia until the year of 2000 there is one 
leading political party which takes most seats in the parliament. The political organization in 
this period is defined as authoritarian in both countries due to the lack of independent media as 
well as independent financial and security institutions as a building block of democratic state. 
A strong relationship between the party competition and levels of democratization is observed 
in both cases and is in line with the literature. The hypothesized relationship between the 
variables, bases on the existing literature, that more party competition leads to higher levels of 
democratization is confirmed by the results from both cases. Based on this comparative analysis 
of the findings of the two countries it becomes clear that more party competition correlates 
positively with higher levels of democracy.  
Figure 4. shows a zoom in picture in the period between 2004 and 2017. After elections in 2003, 
2007 and 2016, although in a coalition government, the Croatian Democratic Union won more 
than 60 seats which, as could be seen in the figure, let to lower levels of democratization 
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compared to Serbia. This again confirms that more party competition leads to higher levels of 
democracy.  
 
 
Figure 4. 
 
In conclusion, according to the literature political elite is in a powerful position after communist 
regime and weakens the state by extracting from the state itself rather from the population and 
is therefore not accountable to its citizens. Political elite position was measure by looking into 
party competition and voters’ turnout. The data was first analyzed for each of the cases and 
further compared. After contrasting the party competition and ruling parties in the Parliament 
to the levels of democratization as measured by the Freedom House a positive co-relation 
between the two is observed in both cases. When coalition government is present in Parliament, 
higher levels of democratization are evident too. The hypothesized relationship between the 
two, reflecting the established in the literature review theory of political elite influence on the 
processes of democratization, is confirmed in both Serbia and Croatia.  
It is however important to note the decreasing score in voters’ turnout in the two countries. The 
reasons behind it require further research, however, the results show that the population of both 
Serbia and Croatia is becoming less active during elections and ruling political elite represents 
often in the recent year little above half of the population. This can be interpreted as lower 
support and trust in the government. The reasons behind and its impact require further research 
but it shows that especially for the years between 1990 and 2000 the population drastically 
decrease in its interest and trust in the government.  
3,55
3,6
3,65
3,7
3,75
3,8
3,85
2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
Le
ve
l o
f 
D
e
m
o
cr
ac
y
Year
Levels of Democracy Serbia and Croatia (2004-2017)
Croatia Serbia
 59 
Silvana Asparuhova  
S1783238 
 
The second hypothesis states that: 
Hypothesis 2: Civil society active participation in public affairs and strong relations with the 
political elite result in higher levels of democratization. 
 
In order to analyze the relationship between civil society and the levels of democratization the 
legal framework in which the CSOs operate will be compared with the levels of democratization 
in order to see if any relationship and co-variation between the two exist. The legal framework 
sets the basis by formally establishing space for dialogue between CSOs and political elite. The 
existing literature claims that the elite meet no resistance from society and the civil society in 
the Western Balkans is very weak (Ganev, 2005; Offe, 1991; Petrova, 2006; Ekriet and Kubik, 
2003; Di Palma, 1991). By looking into the legal framework development, the research aims to 
investigate whether the political elite allows for the civil society participation through formal 
legal channels in a first place. By examining whether change in the legal framework results in 
higher levels of democratization will help to examine the relationship between ensuring 
minimal legal guarantees for civil society participation established by the political elite is in 
line with variation in the levels of democratization.  Table 5. below show how the two variables 
change over time in the case of Serbia.  
 
Comparison - Change in Legislation and Democracy Score in Serbia (1990-2017) 
 
 Change in the legislation Serbia Levels of democratization  
1990 Act of Associations 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1991  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1992  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1993  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1994  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1995  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1996  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1997  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1998  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1999  5 (level of freedom) 
2000  5 (level of freedom) 
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2001  4 (level of freedom) 
2002  3 (level of freedom) 
2003  2.5 (level of freedom) 
2004  3.83 
2005  3.75 
2006 Constitution (2006) 3.71 
2007  3.68 
2008  3.79 
2009 Revised Law of Associations  3.79 
2010 Law on Endowment and Foundations  3.71 
2011  3.64 
2012  3.64 
2013  3.64 
2014  3.64 
2015  3.68 
2016  3.75 
2017  3.82 
Table 5.  
 
In Serbia, the Act of Associations has not been revised since 1990. The legal framework is the 
basis of formally established channels of allowing the civil society to act and participate in the 
decision-making process. Therefore, it is evident that not many changes in the law ensuring 
civil society participation exist. This shows that the political elite puts limited effort into 
enabling civil society participation. Although no change in the legal order existed, active civil 
society participation is evident in Serbia in 2000. Since that moment, an increase could be seen 
in the levels of freedom and democracy. Such raise in the democracy levels is also evident after 
the revision of the Law of Associations and Foundations in 2009 and 2010. A co-variation 
between the two is confirmed by the collected data; however, the direction of causality cannot 
be established based on this information. After the mass mobilization in 2000 is however 
evident that civil society participation has an impact on both political organization and levels 
of democratization. The lacking change in legislation and further developments in civil society 
participation on the political scene show the lack of strategic long-term effects on civil society 
participation and influence on the levels of democracy.  
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Table 6. below shows the variation in the two variables for the case of Croatia. 
  
Comparison - Change in Legislation and Democracy Score in Croatia (1990-2017) 
 
 Change in the legislation Croatia 
 
Levels of democratization  
1990  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1991  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1992  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1993  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1994  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1995 Act on Foundations and Funds  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1996  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1997 Law relation to Associations (1997) 6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1998  6-7 (Authoritarian Regime) 
1999 Established - Association Office 4 (level of freedom) 
2000  4 (level of freedom) 
2001  2.5 (level of freedom) 
2002  2 (level of freedom) 
2003  2 (level of freedom) 
2004  3.83 
2005  3.75 
2006  3.71 
2007  3.75 
2008  3.64 
2009  3.71 
2010  3.71 
2011  3.64 
2012  3.61 
2013  3.61 
2014 Law on associations 3.68 
2015  3.68 
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2016  3.68 
2017  3.71 
Table 6.  
The Act on Foundations and Funds was established in Croatia in 1995 and the Law Relation to 
Associations in 1997. In this period, the Freedom House still defined the regime as 
authoritarian. An increase in the levels of freedom exists after the establishment of Association 
Office in 1999. The next change in legislation in regard to Law on Associations took place in 
2014 and so far, no change in the levels of democracy score is evident. Similar to the case of 
Serbia, the direction of causality is uncertain. Although, more changes in legislation regarding 
civil society organizations is evident, its relation to the levels of democratization cannot be 
directly concluded from this information. It is evident that the law on associations is been 
revised more often and a significant change in the levels of democracy can be seen after 
establishing the Association Office in 1999 but no strong correlation between the two is evident 
throughout the time after the communist regime fall till present. Therefore, no conclusion about 
the relationship between the two variables can be made based on this information.   
 
Comparison 
 
The results from both cases show some co-variation between party competition and the 
establishment of formal channels of participation of civil society in the decision-making 
processes, however, a conclusion for correlation between the two cannot be concluded based 
on the collected data. The contradicting results call for the need of further research in order to 
examine the relationship between change in the legal framework, establishing the basis for civil 
society participation on the political scene, and the levels of democratization. More in-depth 
research is necessary to examine the correlation between civil society and levels of democracy.  
 
The results regarding civil society participation and influence according to the report by 
CIVICUS in the period between 2003 and 2006 for the two countries also show some similar 
results. It is evident that the presence of civil society on the political scene and in the decision-
making process is very weak. The report portrays a picture of low and insufficient influence 
although the efforts to establish different institutions and the changes in the legal framework. 
The participation and success of civil organizations regarding public policy is very often graded 
as not successful or successful to some extent in both countries. The civil mobilization in Serbia 
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in 2000 again is a significant event in the civil society participation and influence, however, the 
reasons behind this require further research in order to find the reasons behind it. Based on the 
collected data no clear link between primary legislation on civil society and levels of 
democratization can be concluded.  
 
The second hypothesis reflects the proposed by the literature theory of importance of civil 
society in democratization process (Way, 2011). The authors argue that civil society 
participation is very important, however, has very weak presence in post-communist states. The 
legal framework establishing the basis for civil society participation was compared to the levels 
of democratization. Some co-relation between the two variables is evident in both cases, 
however, further and more in-depth investigation is required in order to conclude a strong link 
between them. The role of civil society participation and its influence on the political elite and 
the levels of democratization is evident only in 2000 during and after the mass mobilization in 
Serbia which confirms the importance of civil society participation and its influence on the 
political elite organization and levels of democratization. This, however, does not confirm the 
direct link between civil society and levels of democratization. It cannot exclude the influence 
of interfering variables or explain the causes behind it. Data on civil society participation in 
public affairs was not found until the research conducted by CIVICUS only between 2004 and 
2006. That research also confirms the theory of lacking active participation of civil society and 
its influence on decision-making and public affairs.  
 
The third hypothesis brings up the argument that civil society has an influence on the political 
elite organization:  
Hypothesis 3: Civil society active participation and access to the decision-making process 
result in higher competition among the political groups. 
 
To analyze the relationship between civil society and political elite, the CSOs participation and 
influence will be compared to the party competition. The analysis seeks to show whether a 
change in the civil society active participation on the political scene led to more party 
competition. This will be examined by comparing the changes in the legal framework on civil 
society participation to the political organization after elections. This will help to compare the 
basics for both civil society participation and party competition which according to the literature 
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is essential in post-communist democratization. The change in legislation established by the 
political elite gives more space for civil society to play a role in the decision-making process. 
Table 7. shows the change n the two variables from 1990 until 2017 in Serbia.   
 
Comparison - Change in Legislation and Winning Party/Coalition in Serbia (1990-2017) 
 
 Change in the legislation 
Serbia 
 
Winning party/coalition after the Parliamentary elections 
1990 Act of Associations Socialist party of Serbia (194 seats) 
1991   
1992  Socialist Party (101 seats) 
Serbian Radical Party (73 seats) 
1993  The Socialist Party of Serbia (123 seats) Democratic Movement of 
Serbia (45 seats)  
1994   
1995   
1996   
1997  The Socialist Party and Yugoslav Left and Liberals of Serbia (110 
seats) 
1998   
1999   
2000 No change in the legislation, 
however, high mobilization 
of civil society  
Democratic Opposition of Serbia (176 seats) 
2001   
2002   
2003  Serbian Radical Party (82 seats) 
 Democratic Party of Serbia (53 seats)  
The Democratic Party (37 seats)  
G77 Plus (34 seats)  
2004   
2005   
2006 Constitution (2006)  
2007  Democratic Party (64 seats)  
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Democratic Party of Serbia (74 seats)  
G77 Plus (19seats) 
2008  For a European Serbia (102 seats) - Coalition between the Socialist 
Party of Serbia, Party of United Pensioners of Serbia and United 
Serbia  
2009 Revised Law of Associations   
2010 Law on Endowment and 
Foundations  
 
2011   
2012  Coalition Let`s get Serbia moving (73 seats) 
  
Socialist Party of Serbia (44 seats)   
2013   
2014  Coalition between Serbian Progressive Party, Social Democratic 
Party of Serbia, New Serbia, Serbian Renewal Movement and 
Movement of Socialist (158 seats) 
2015   
2016  Serbia is winning - Coalition between the Serbian Progressive Party, 
Social Democratic Party of Serbia, Party of United Pensioners of 
Serbia, New Serbia, Serbian Renewal Movement, Movement of 
Socialists and Strength of Serbia (131 seats) 
Table 7.  
In 2000, no change in the legislation occurred regarding civil society; however, a high social 
mobilization resulted in change in the political organization. It is evident that civil society 
participation does have an impact on political organization. After the civil mobilization, a 
change in the political order and new winning coalition after the elections is evident. A coalition 
government among different political parties in 2006 and 2008 revised Law of Association and 
Law on Endowment and Foundations. The mass civil mobilization in 2000 clearly resulted in 
change in the political order; however, coalition party government resulted in revising and 
establishing new law on associations. Therefore, a correlation between the two exists; however, 
the direction of causality once again cannot be established based on the collected data. As 
mentioned above, according to the literature, civil society participation is essential in the 
democratization process. Moreover, authors argue that civil society on the Balkans is very weak 
and the political elite meets not resistance from the society. The mass mobilization in 2000 
shows the desire of the society for change and its opposition to the political elite and political 
system. It also confirms that civil society participation plays an important role in the processes 
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of democratization. However, its participation on the political scene and long-term effects 
require more in-depth analysis.   
Table 8. below shows the change in the two variables from 1990 and 2017 in the case of Croatia. 
 
Comparison - Change in Legislation and Winning Party/Coalition in Croatia (1990-2017) 
 
 Change in the legislation 
Croatia 
Winning party/coalition after the Parliamentary elections 
1990  Croatian Democratic Union (205 seats) 
1991   
1992  Croatian Democratic Union (85 seats) 
1993   
1994   
1995 Act on Foundations and 
Funds  
Croatian Democratic Union (75 seats) 
1996   
1997 Law relation to Associations 
(1997) 
 
1998   
1999 Established - Association 
Office  
 
2000  Social Democratic Party and Croatian Social Liberal Party (71 seats) 
Alliance of Primorije (2 seats) 
Slovonia-Baranja Croatian Party (1 seat) 
2001   
2002   
2003  Croatian Democratic Union which (66 seats) 
Croatian People`s Party (10 seats) 
Croatian Peasant Party (1 seat) 
Party of Liberal Democrats (3 seats) 
Liberal Party (2 seats) 
2004   
2005   
2006   
2007  Croatian Democratic Union (66 seats) 
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Social Democratic Party (56 seats) 
Croatian Peasant Party (6 seats) 
Croatian Social Liberal Party (2 seats) 
2008   
2009   
2010   
2011  Coalition between Social Democratic Party of Croatia (61 
Seats)  
Croatian People's Party (14 seats) 
Istrian Democratic Assembly (3 seats) 
Croatian Party of Pensioners (3 seats) 
2012   
2013   
2014 Law on associations  
2015  Parliament was Patriotic Coalition (59 seats) 
2016  Croatian Democratic Union (61 seats)  
People`s Coalition (54 seats) 
Table 8.  
The data collected on Croatia and shows that a change in the legislation took place more often 
than in Serbia. Already in 1995 and 1997 laws on foundations and associations was established, 
however no change in the political organization happened in that period. The established in 
1999 Association Office was followed by change in the political order in 2000. Later, in 2014, 
after coalition majority in Parliament in which the Democratic Union was not present, Law on 
Associations was adopted. Once again, change happened at times in both government 
organization and change in the legislation regarding civil society participation but the direction 
of causality is unclear. Whether more party competition led to establishing new law in order to 
make the cooperation with civil society and formally acknowledge its role in decision making 
or the other way around, requires more in-depth research.    
Comparison 
In both cases some co-variation between more active civil society participation and increasing 
party competition is observed over time after the fall of the communist regime. However, a 
robust relationship between the two is hard to be concluded based on the collected data. The 
direction of causality is also hard to establish. The only event when a strong relationship 
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between the two is evident is in 2000 when an active social mobilization in Serbia resulted in 
government overrule and change in the political organization. No similar case is evident in 
Croatia which makes it hard to compare. The reasons behind the civil society mobilization and 
the relation to political elite organization also calls for further research. Yet, the events in Serbia 
in 2000 confirm the importance of civil mobilization and demands to the political elite result in 
provoking reaction among the political leaders and reorganization to meet these demands. The 
data confirms a weak civil society participation in the two countries, however, the reason behind 
it cannot be concluded. Whether more active participation leads to more party-competition or 
party competition relates to establishing formal channels of dialogue with civil society, requires 
further research.  
The last hypothesis echoes the argument established in the literature that the political elite meets 
no resistance form society. The hypothesis questions the relationship between the civil society 
and political elite role by comparing the basis of participation and influence of both, namely, 
party competition for political elite and legal framework establishing civil society participation. 
Some co-relation and co-variation between the two is observed however, more research is 
required in order to establish the direction of causality and study in more details the attributes 
which might influence this relationship.  
All three hypotheses are reflection of the established in the literature review importance of 
political elite and civil society in the post-communist transition to democracy. The empirical 
measurements and theoretical interpretation of the data in the light of the hypotheses show a 
strong relationship between the difference in political organization and the levels of democracy. 
Therefore, party-competition appears to be a necessary condition for establishing democracy. 
The relationship between the legal framework establishing space for dialogue between civil 
society and political elite cannot be concluded based on the data for the two variables. The civil 
mobilization in Serbia in 2000 confirms the third hypothesis of the importance of civil society 
on the political scene and its influence on the political organization and reinforcing more party 
competition. The conformation of the first hypothesis stating that more party competition leads 
to higher levels of democratization and link between the civil society and political elite 
proposed by the third hypothesis link together the two and their influence on the levels of 
democratization. That shows that both political elite and civil society participation are a 
necessary condition for establishing more democratic system of governance.  
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6. Conclusion 
 
The processes of democratization have been and remains a puzzle for many scholars. Since 
centuries studies try to understand and explain the conditions and factors that influence the 
process, however, there is still no single definition or a structure that define the path to 
democracy. In post-communist countries, the process has some similarities. It is concluded by 
many studies that the political elite plays an essential role in democratization. Scholars argue 
that the political elite in post-communist societies is in very powerful position due to various 
factors and meets little or no resistance from the society. The above paragraphs gathered and 
analyzed data in order to test the theories established in the existing literature pointing the strong 
position of the elite and the weak participation of civil society in Serbia in Croatia. The three 
hypotheses established in the beginning of the research assume a relation between political elite 
and democratization on one side and civil society and democratization on another. Further the 
last hypothesis focuses on the relationship between civil society and political elite. The 
demonstrations conducted in this paper allow for three basic conclusions after the analysis of 
the data in the light of the hypotheses.   
In order to test the first hypothesis, the party competition in the two countries was compared to 
the levels of democratization. The results from both countries and comparative analysis 
between them confirms a positive relationship between the two exists both in Serbian and 
Croatian history of Parliamentary elections. The strong link between more party competition 
and higher levels of democratization is in line with the theory and confirms it. This conclusion 
demonstrates the importance of party competition and provides strong evidence that party 
competition is a necessary condition to establish democracy.  
The second hypothesis test the civil society participation influence on the levels of 
democratization. Very minimalistic definition used in this paper, by only looking into changes 
in the legal framework and the levels of democratization, does not lead to strong conclusion of 
correlation between the two variables. Although the comparison does not lead to strong link 
between the two it is evident that the political elite is not highly concerned with establishing 
formal legal channels of cooperation with civil society in both countries. The direction of 
causality also needs more investigation and in-depth analysis of the relationship between civil 
society participation and levels of democratization. The report by CIVICUS provides a snapshot 
picture of civil society participation in the two countries between 2003 and 2005 by which it 
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becomes clear that civil society participation is weak and suppressed by the political elite as the 
existing literature suggests.  
The third hypothesis assumes a relationship between civil society and party competition. The 
research only looks into the legal framework establishing civil society participation and party 
competition in the ruling party or coalition in Parliament in Serbia and Croatia. The data once 
again does not allow for strong conclusion about the correlation between the two variables. 
Direction of causality and causal relationship in general requires further research. It is however 
evident that mass mobilization as the events in 2000 in Serbia lead to change in the political 
order. The reasons behind it and the relation to the processes of democratization call for more 
research on a lower level.  
Political elite referring to party competition, does have a strong relation to the levels of 
democratization and is a necessary condition to establish democratic system of governance. The 
role of civil society on the other side in regards to its influence on the process require further 
research. The events from October 2000 in Serbia do prove that active civil society influence 
both political elite organization and levels of democracy. Based on the above research and 
analysis a strong evidence that both civil society and political elite have influence on levels of 
democratization and are necessary condition for establishing more democratic regime of 
governance. However, the lack of strategic planning and organization lead to backsliding in the 
civil society participation. This leaves the question of how to further empower and encourage 
citizens to participate in the political life of the state and influence the levels of democratization 
by claiming their rights as citizens. Although the report by CIVICUS concludes that citizens do 
not consider themselves qualified and responsible for the public affairs it is also unclear, to 
what extend do the citizens feel represented from the government they vote for and hold them 
accountable for their actions.  
Both political elite, measured in party competition, and civil society participation have an 
impact on establishing democracy; however, further examination through qualitative case study 
would bring more clarity and establish stronger causal relationship between the variables. 
Through more extensive sturdy looking not only into the basics of political elite and civil 
society participation, a clearer causal relationship would likely be proven.  
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